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ABSTRACT 
A Critical Evaluation of the Sustainable Sites Initiative’s 
Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks 2009 as  
Applied to the Design and Development  
of the Orem, Utah Intermodal Center 
 
by 
Jeffrey E. Dzikowski, Master of Landscape Architecture 
Utah State University, 2012 
 
Major Professor: Dr. Keith M Christensen 
Department: Landscape Architecture and Environmental Planning 
 
 
In 2006 the American Society of Landscape Architects, the Lady Bird Johnson 
Wildflower Center, the United States Botanical Garden, and additional stakeholders 
joined together to form the Sustainable Sites InitiativeTM (SITESTM), an organization 
dedicated to the promotion of sustainable land development and management practices.  
As part of this effort SITES recently released its Guidelines and Performance 
Benchmarks 2009, a document which provides a voluntary guideline and rating system 
for the development, operation, and maintenance of sustainable landscapes. 
 This guideline and rating system is currently being tested through the Sustainable 
Sites Initiative pilot program, in which a select group of approximately 150 projects are 
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participating in an initial trial of the SITES certification process.  In an effort to provide 
SITES with in-depth feedback from one of its pilot program participants, the following 
study involved an interview of a group of key informants who were responsible for 
development of the SITES pilot application for the Orem Intermodal Center.  Through 
inductive analysis of the data collected from the interviews, this study evaluated the 
effectiveness of the SITES Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks 2009 as applied to 
the design and development of the Orem Intermodal Center project.  The results and 
implications of this evaluation are discussed within the study.  The study’s findings have 
also been forwarded to SITES, with the expectation that this information will help inform 
refinement of the Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks prior to the widespread 
release of SITES in 2013.  
(117 pages) 
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Public Abstract 
A Critical Evaluation of the Sustainable Sites Initiative’s Guidelines and Performance 
Benchmarks 2009 as Applied to the Design and Development  
of the Orem, Utah Intermodal Center 
 
by 
Jeffrey E. Dzikowski 
 
 
In an effort to promote sustainable land development and management practices, 
the American Society of Landscape Architects, the Lady Bird Johnson Wildflower 
Center, the United States Botanical Garden, and additional stakeholders joined together 
in 2006 to form the Sustainable Sites InitiativeTM (SITESTM).   Since that time SITES has 
been working to develop a set of standards and measures for the voluntary certification of 
sustainable landscapes.  This effort recently culminated in the publication of the SITES 
Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks 2009, a document that presents the nation’s 
first guideline and rating system for sustainable land development, operation, and 
maintenance.   
SITES is currently testing this guideline and rating system through its pilot 
program, during which a select group of approximately 150 projects are participating in 
an initial trial of the SITES certification process.  SITES anticipates that feedback from 
these pilot projects will help it to refine the Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks 
prior to the widespread release of the SITES certification program in 2013.  
In an effort to provide the Sustainable Sites Initiative with in-depth feedback from 
one of its pilot program projects, the following study involved an interview of the group 
of individuals who were responsible for the development of a SITES application for the 
Orem Intermodal Center project.  Through analysis and interpretation of the responses 
gathered from the interview, this study evaluated the effectiveness of the SITES 
Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks 2009 as applied to the design and development 
of the Orem Intermodal Center.  The results and implications of this evaluation are 
presented as part of the study.   
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CHAPTER I 
PROJECT NEED AND PURPOSE 
 
 
The Sustainable Sites InitiativeTM (SITESTM) is a partnership of the American 
Society of Landscape Architects, the Lady Bird Johnson Wildflower Center, the United 
States Botanic Garden, and a diverse group of stakeholder organizations.  Since its 
inception in 2006, SITES has been developing a series of criteria for sustainable 
landscape design, construction, operations and maintenance.  
  This process recently culminated with the publication of The Sustainable Sites 
Initiative: Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks 2009, which establishes a guideline 
and rating system for sustainable land development.  This guideline and rating system is 
composed of a series of 15 prerequisites and 51 credits for measuring sustainability on a 
250 point scale.  The Sustainable Sites Initiative is currently using its Guidelines and 
Performance Benchmarks 2009 to guide a select group of pilot projects through the 
SITES certification process, with the expectation that feedback from pilot program 
participants will inform a final refinement of the SITES Guidelines and Performance 
Benchmarks prior to the widespread implementation of the Sustainable Sites Initiative in 
2013.   
Despite its need to collect participant feedback, SITES currently has no 
formalized means of surveying its pilot program participants.  Therefore the purpose of 
this study is to provide in-depth feedback to SITES regarding the effectiveness of its 
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Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks 2009 in the development and design of one of 
its pilot projects, the Orem Intermodal Center.   
 Through provision of this feedback, SITES will be able to gather information 
about how its Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks 2009 have performed in the 
unique context of an small, publicly-funded, transit-oriented development.  Since the 
Orem Intermodal Center is the only pilot project located in the Wasatch Front region of 
Utah, the study will also provide SITES with information about how the Guidelines and 
Performance Benchmarks 2009 have performed in a unique, rapidly growing area of the 
United States.   
 Lastly, the study’s overall approach and methodology will provide SITES with a 
model for collecting participant feedback.  By providing this model, the study will 
hopefully help SITES establish a formalized system for gathering feedback from its 
current and future participants. 
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CHAPTER II 
PROJECT BACKGROUND  
 
Background and Development of 
The Sustainable Sites Initiative 
 
SITES began in 2006 as an interdisciplinary partnership between the American 
Society of Landscape Architects (ASLA), the Lady Bird Johnson Wildflower Center at 
the University of Texas at Austin, the United States Botanic Garden, and a diverse group 
of stakeholder organizations.  This partnership was based on the shared desire of these 
parties to develop standards for sustainable land development and management practices 
(The Sustainable Sites Initiative [SITES], 2010a). 
The SITES partners recognized that although entities such as the United States 
Green Building Council (USGBC) had been successful in developing guidelines for 
green construction, there was a general lack of standards for sustainable development 
beyond the building envelope (SITES, 2009a).  In an effort to fill this void SITES 
organized a series of technical subcommittees to assist them with the creation of the 
nation’s first guidelines and rating system for sustainable landscapes.  The subcommittees 
were composed of diverse groups of experts in the fields of landscape architecture, 
horticulture, conservation, sustainable design, civil and environmental engineering, 
ecology, hydrology, forestry, soils, planning, public health, outdoor recreation, and other 
disciplines (SITES, 2007).   
Each subcommittee was asked to develop benchmarks for a specific area of 
landscape development and maintenance.  These areas included soils, hydrology, 
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vegetation, human health and well-being, and materials selection (SITES, 2010a).  In 
2007 the initial findings of the technical subcommittees were published in the SITES 
Standards and Guidelines: Preliminary Report (SITES, 2007).  This report established 
the basic scope of the Sustainable Sites Initiative and provided professionals and other 
stakeholders with an opportunity to comment on the continuing development of the 
SITES guidelines and rating system (SITES, 2007). 
Based on feedback from the Preliminary Report and the ongoing efforts of the 
technical subcommittees, SITES released a draft copy of its formal guidelines and rating 
system in 2008.  This document, known as The Sustainable Sites Initiative: Guidelines 
and Performance Benchmarks Draft 2008 (SITES, 2008), provided an initial set of 
guidelines and criteria for the development, maintenance, and operation of sustainable 
landscapes. 
 Following a period of review and revision, the current version of the SITES 
Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks was released in 2009.  These Guidelines and 
Performance Benchmarks 2009 were built upon the idea that natural and built 
environments can achieve sustainability when they work in concert to “meet the needs of 
the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own 
needs” (SITES, 2009b, p.5).  More specifically, the Guidelines and Performance 
Benchmarks 2009 promote the notion that ecosystem services, the goods and services 
provided by healthy ecosystems, are at the core of sustainable landscapes.  By 
emphasizing ecosystem services throughout the Guidelines and Performance 
Benchmarks 2009 , SITES believes that it can contribute to the development of 
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economically, socially and environmentally sustainable landscapes across a wide range of 
regions, scales, and contexts (SITES, 2009b).  
In order to achieve this goal, the Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks 2009 
provides “clear and rigorous criteria for sustainable landscape design, construction, 
operations, and maintenance” (SITES, 2009b, p.5).  This set of criteria, modeled after the 
USGBC’s Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Green Building 
Rating System, provides a voluntary rating system that is based on a series of 15 
prerequisites and 51 credits for measuring sustainability.  In this system all prerequisites 
are compulsory and non-scoring, while the elective credits are used to rank projects on a 
250 point scale.   
The prerequisites and credits are organized into nine sections that are aligned with 
the typical stages of the site development process.  The organization of these sections, 
including their associated credits, prerequisites, and point values (SITES, 2009b, p.12-
14), is depicted in Table 1.  
Depending on the degree of compliance with the various credits, each project is 
eligible for certification at the following levels: 
• One Star: 100 points 
• Two Stars: 125 points 
• Three Stars: 150 points 
• Four Stars: 200 points 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Section Content # of # of Credits Possible Points 
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Table 1. SITES Prerequisites and Credits. 
Note: For a complete listing of the SITES prerequisites and credits, including their 
associated point values, please refer the Appendix A of this study. 
 
This rating system, which is based on all of the aforementioned prerequisites and 
credits, is currently being tested through the SITES pilot program.  The pilot program 
was initiated in November of 2009, when SITES published a “call for pilot projects” 
(SITES, 2009c).   The call for pilot projects attracted a great variety of applicants, which 
were eventually narrowed down to a group of approximately 150 official pilot projects 
(SITES, 2010b), including the Orem Intermodal Center.   
The SITES pilot project finalists were chosen in a manner that guaranteed 
representation of a variety of project types, scales, and locations. By selecting the pilot 
projects in this manner, SITES ensured that its Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks 
2009 would be tested across a range of scenarios. 
Section Content # of 
Prerequisites 
# of Credits Possible Points 
	   	   	   	   	  
1 Site Selection 4 3 21 
2 
Pre-Design 
Assessment and 
Planning 
2 1 4 
3 Water 1 7 44 
4 Soil and Vegetation 3 10 51 
5 Materials Selection 1 9 36 
6 Human Health and Well-Being 0 9 32 
7 Construction 2 4 21 
8 Operations and Maintenance 2 6 23 
9 Monitoring and Innovation 0 2 18 
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The pilot program is currently in progress, and will last through June of 2012.  
SITES hopes that upon completion of their respective projects, the pilot program 
participants will offer feedback regarding the performance of the Guidelines and 
Performance Benchmarks 2009.  This participant feedback will help inform a final 
refinement of the Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks prior to the widespread 
release of the SITES certification and rating system in 2013 (SITES, 2012).   
Following its broad release in 2013, SITES hopes to continue to expand the reach 
of its certification and rating system.  In particular, SITES has tentative plans to join 
forces with the USGBC in order to incorporate its Guidelines and Performance 
Benchmarks into future versions of LEED (SITES, 2010a).  By joining forces with 
LEED, SITES hopes to engage a larger group of participants in the pursuit of sustainable 
land development practices. 
 
UTA and Psomas – Background and Reasons for Involvement 
 
The Utah Transit Authority (UTA) provides public transportation services for the 
citizens of Utah’s Wasatch Front Region.  In order to accommodate the 1.8 million 
citizens that reside within its coverage area, UTA operates an extensive multimodal 
transit network (The Utah Transit Authority, 2012b).  A critical component of this 
multimodal network is the UTA FrontRunner, a communter rail line that serves seven 
stations between Ogden and Salt Lake City (UTA, 2012a).  
Due to the success of its mass transit operations and continuing population growth 
along the Wasatch Front, UTA is currently working to expand its FrontRunner line 
(UTA, 2012c) southward from Salt Lake City into the Provo/Orem metropolitan area 
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(Figure 1.).  As part of these plans UTA is developing an intermodal transit hub on an 
eight-arce parcel of land in Orem (Figure 2.).  This grayfield parcel was chosen due to its 
proximity to preexisting rail lines, major automobile thoroughfares, and Utah Valley 
University (UTA, 2009). 
 
 
Figure 1. Map of Frontrunner South Line. 
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Figure 2. Map of Orem Intermodal Center site. 
 
Upon completion, the Orem Intermodal Center will provide infrastructure that 
supports commuter rail, traditional bus service, and bus rapid transit (BRT).  This 
infrastructure will include bus bays, shelters, landscaping, benches, bike racks, ticket 
vending machines, and parking stalls (Figure 3.). 
Beyond providing support for UTA’s mass transit network, the Orem Intermodal 
Center will also serve as a key component of the City of Orem’s long-term development 
plans.  In particular, the Orem Intermodal Center will provide an anchor for the high 
density, transit-oriented development that the City of Orem has planned for the areas 
surrounding Utah Valley University (City of Orem, 2012).  
10 
	  
	  
	  
 
 
Figure 3.  Schematic Plan of Orem Intermodal Center. 
 
In order to implement its vision for the intermodal transit station in Orem, the 
BRT arm of UTA has also been working closely with local development specialists.  
Chief among these specialists is Psomas Engineering, a nationally recognized civil 
engineering firm which UTA chose to take the lead role in the design and development of 
the Orem Intermodal Center. 
As part of its leading role, Psomas has worked with UTA to explore sustainable 
strategies for the development of the Orem Intermodal Center.  During the course of 
these explorations, Psomas suggested that the SITES pilot program could offer a means 
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for UTA to incorporate sustainable practices into the design and development of the 
Orem Intermodal Center.  After reviewing its details and requirements, UTA and Psomas 
agreed that participation in SITES pilot program would be a worthwhile endeavor.   
UTA was interested in the SITES pilot program for numerous reasons.  The first 
of these reasons was the overall compatibility of SITES with the scope of the Orem 
Intermodal Center.  UTA recognized that unlike LEED, which is narrowly focused on 
architectural sustainability, SITES was designed to promote sustainability on a site-wide 
scale.  In particular, UTA believed that SITES could provide guidance for sustainable 
development of infrastructure and landscaping, which are the primary components of the 
Orem Intermodal Center. 
Beyond its compatibility with the overall scope of the Orem Intermodal Center, 
UTA and Psomas also agreed that SITES presented an opportunity to increase knowledge 
of sustainable practices within their respective offices.  Although both parties anticipated 
that participation in the SITES certification program would require additional time and 
resources, they nevertheless recognized the potential for SITES to expose their 
organizations to innovative approaches to sustainable development.   
UTA and Psomas also acknowledged that participation in SITES could raise 
awareness of sustainability outside of their offices.  Since SITES is the first landscape-
oriented sustainability certification program in the United States (SITES, 2009c), 
participation in the pilot program would likely draw significant attention to the Orem 
Intermodal Center project.  Through such attention, UTA and Psomas believed that the 
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Orem Intermodal Center could become a model for future sustainable development along 
the Wasatch Front and elsewhere in the Intermountain West. 
Lastly, UTA and Psomas identified SITES participation as a means to secure 
supplemental funding for the Orem Intermodal Center.  Although the FrontRunner and 
BRT programs had a large source of funding available in the form of tax revenues from 
Utah County (UTA, 2012c), UTA was still in need of additional sources of funding for 
the Orem Intermodal Center.  Since the United States government had recently 
introduced a series of federal grants for sustainable development, UTA used participation 
in SITES to become eligible for additional funding opportunities for the Orem Intermodal 
Center.   
With all of the aforementioned benefits in mind, in 2009 Psomas Engineering 
applied to the SITES “call for pilot projects” on behalf of UTA’s Orem Intermodal 
Center project.  Following a review of its application, SITES selected the Orem 
Intermodal Center as one of its 150 official pilot projects.  This selection provided the 
Orem Intermodal Center with the unique distinction of being the only project selected 
along the Wasatch Front, and one of only three in the entire state of Utah. 
 
Jeff Dzikowski (author) –Background and  
Reasons for Involvement  
 
Following the admission of the Orem Intermodal Center project into the pilot 
program, Psomas Engineering and the UTA assembled an interdisciplinary team to work 
on development of the SITES certification application for the project.  This team was 
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composed of numerous individuals from Psomas and UTA, including planners, civil 
engineers, and landscape architects.   
In order to offset some of the costs and workload that the SITES application 
would add to the project, it was also decided that the team should include a student intern 
from Utah State University’s Landscape Architecture and Environmental Planning 
(LAEP) Department.  In January of 2010 Psomas contacted the LAEP Department to 
organize an internship and seek recommendations for candidates to fill the position.  
After discussing the details of the internship, all parties agreed that the position would be 
most suitable for a Master of Landscape Architecture (MLA) student, who would be able 
to use the internship as a basis for a project-oriented master’s thesis (Plan B).  
With this in mind, in February of 2010 Psomas offered an internship position to 
Jeff Dzikowski, the author of this study.  The author was chosen due to recommendations 
from the LAEP faculty, and based on his strong interest in SITES. 
The author began working with the Orem Intermodal Center’s SITES team in 
March of 2010.  Since that time the author has been responsible for a variety of duties 
related to the SITES application for the Orem Intermodal Center, including: 
• Sole responsibility for the site analysis and inventory portion of the SITES 
application 
• Shared responsibility for the scoping of SITES prerequisites, credits, and 
point totals 
• Shared responsibility for reviewing paths to SITES compliance 
• Shared responsibility for developing SITES-compliant contract 
specifications 
• Shared responsibility for the organization and assembly of the SITES 
application 
• Primary responsibility for providing feedback to SITES (the results 
section of the current study) 
Status of the Orem Intermodal Center’s  
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SITES Application 
  
At the time of this writing, the Orem Intermodal Center’s design has been 
completed (See Table 2.), and the project is in the early stages of construction.  This 
construction is expected to conclude by the end of 2012, shortly before the FrontRunner 
South Line begins full time operations. 
 In the meantime, the members of SITES team at Psomas Engineering have been 
working to complete the Orem Intermodal Center’s application for SITES certification.  
While the design and development sections of the application have already been 
assembled (See sections 1-6, Table 2.), the team is currently working to finish the 
construction, operations, and maintenance portions of the document (See sections 7-9, 
Table 2-1).  Despite this remaining work, the team expects that they will successfully 
complete the SITES application prior to the closing of the pilot program in June of 2012.  
The team hopes that its SITES application will achieve a one-star certification level (100-
125 points) for the Orem Intermodal Center by (See Table 2.) 
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Table 2. Orem Intermodal Center Projected Point Totals 
Note: For a complete listing of the SITES prerequisites and credits, including their 
associated point values, please refer the Appendix A of this study. 
 
 
 
 
	  
	  
 
 
 
Section Content # of Prerequisites 
# of 
Credits 
Possible 
Points 
Estimated 
Points 
      
1 Site Selection 4 3 21 16 
2 
Pre-Design 
Assessment and 
Planning 
2 1 4 4 
3 Water 1 7 44 15 
4 Soil and Vegetation 3 10 51 16 
5 Materials Selection 1 9 36 25 
6 Human Health and Well-Being 0 9 32 5 
7 Construction 2 4 21 10 
8 Operations and Maintenance 2 6 23 14 
9 Monitoring and Innovation 0 2 18 4 
Totals - 15 51 250 109 
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CHAPTER III 
RESEARCH METHODS 
Institutional Approval 
 
 
 This study was conducted in accordance with the rigorous standards and 
guidelines for research set forth by Utah State University’s Institutional Review Board 
(IRB).  As such, the study’s methods were subject to IRB approval prior to 
commencement of the study (see Appendix B).  This approval process assured that the 
study was conducted in a manner that was compliant with state, federal, and university 
requirements for human participants research.  
 
Evaluation Method 
 
The purpose of this study is to provide feedback to SITES regarding the 
effectiveness of its Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks 2009 as applied to the 
analysis, development and design of one of its pilot projects, the Orem Intermodal 
Center.  In order to assure that this feedback provided detailed evaluation of the wide 
range of material included in the Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks 2009, the 
study made use of a qualitative process study (Patton, 2000). 
 
Interview 
 
The primary source of data collection for this qualitative process study was a 
semistructured formal interview (Hatch, 2002) of a group of key informants (Gall, Gall, 
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& Borg, 2007). The key informants represented a small purposeful sample (Patton, 1990) 
of individuals who were involved in the development of the SITES pilot application for 
the Orem Intermodal Center. The seven key informants were:    
• Travis Perry - Project Manager, Psomas Engineering 
• Gerry Tully - SITES Application Manager, Psomas Engineering 
• Brook Oswald - SITES Chief Associate, Psomas Engineering 
• Janelle Erickson -  Project Manager, Utah Transit Authority 
• Jon Gilchrist - Project Engineer , Parsons Brinkerhoff Engineering, UTA 
consultant 
• Von Larsen – Quality Assessment and Construction Manager, Utah 
Transit Authority 
• Jeff Dzikowski (interviewer) – SITES Intern, Psomas Engineering 
 
In order to take advantage of group dynamics and maximize the efficiency of data 
collection, the key informants were asked to participate in a focus group interview 
(Patton, 1987).  Arrangements were made to conduct the interview in the conference 
room of Psomas Engineering’s Salt Lake City office, which offered a quiet and private 
space that was familiar to all the participants. 
All of the key informants agreed to participate in the focus group interview.  
However, on the day of the interview one of the key informants was unable to attend due 
to illness.   Arrangements were made to obtain the absentee’s responses to the interview 
questions via email (See Appendix C).   
 
Author’s Contribution to Data 
 Due to his full participation in the analysis, design, and development of the Orem 
Intermodal Center’s application to the SITES pilot program, it was decided that the 
author should also be included as a key informant in the study (Patton, 1990).  Since the 
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author’s moderator duties precluded his ability to provide responses during the focus 
group interview, it was decided that his replies to the interview questions would be 
collected in a separate typewritten document to be assimilated into the study’s overall 
data (See Appendix D).    
 
Questions  
 
The study asked the key informants to answer a series of questions related to the 
effectiveness of the SITES Performance Benchmarks and Guidelines 2009 as applied to 
the design and development of the Orem Intermodal Center.   
The author initially intended to base the question list on existing participant 
feedback surveys from LEED and SITES, however after contacting both organizations it 
became apparent that no such information was available.  Due to the lack of any 
precedents, the author developed his questions independently.  These questions were 
designed to ensure that the interview provided a thorough evaluation of the SITES 
Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks 2009.  Additionally, all questions were crafted 
to assure that they were neutral, clear, and open-ended (Patton, 1990). 
Following review by both the author’s thesis committee and SITES, the following 
final question list was developed: 
               
   Background 
-What was your initial impression of SITES in comparison to other 
sustainability-related programs (LEED, ISI, etc.)? 
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-What was your initial understanding of the demands that SITES would 
place on the Orem Intermodal project (time, resources, costs vs benefits, 
etc.)? 
 Performance 
-How well do you feel that SITES achieved its stated goal of establishing 
“clear and rigorous criteria for sustainable landscape design, 
construction and maintenance”? 
-How well did SITES fit into your standard project development workflow 
(ie: what if any adjustments did it require)? 
-How did SITES compare to your initial expectations in terms of 
increasing the sustainability of the Orem Intermodal Center?  
-What areas of the SITES Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks 2009 
do you think were especially effective in contributing to the sustainability 
of the Orem Intermodal Center? 
-What areas of the SITES Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks 2009 
presented difficulty?  
-Despite this difficulty, do you believe that these areas made worthwhile 
contributions to the sustainability of the Orem Intermodal Center? 
-How would you evaluate the SITES Guidelines and Performance 
Benchmarks in terms of costs/benefits for the Orem Intermodal project? 
 
Suggestions 
-What areas of the SITES Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks 2009 
do you think should be revised to improve effectiveness/decrease 
difficulty?  
-Are there any areas that SITES does not currently address, but should 
consider adding? 
Future 
-Do you think that SITES provides an effective complement or alternative 
to other sustainability-related programs?                                                                                           
-Under what circumstances would you be inclined to seek SITES 
certification for future projects? 
-If SITES develops a program of certification for professionals as well as 
projects, will you seek such certification? 
  
These questions were presented to the key informants via email one day prior to 
the focus group session in order to allow the participants to prepare for the interview.  
During the focus group interview the question list was presented to the participants in a 
semistructured format, led by the author of this study. 
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Data Collection 
 
All key informants consented to documentation of their responses, and to the 
publication of their names in association with the results of the interview (See Appendix 
E).   
The entire focus group interview was tape recorded in order to provide an audio 
account of all questions and responses.  The author also made bracketed notations (Hatch, 
2002) throughout the interview in order to record additional comments and observations.  
All audio data and notations were transcribed and collated into a single 
typewritten account of the interview (See Appendix F).  This document was reviewed by 
the author to determine if any follow-up questions were necessary.  After the review 
revealed that follow-up questions were not needed, and the author proceeded to the 
analysis and interpretation phase of the study.   
 
Data Analysis 
 Once all responses from the focus group interview and separate interviews of 
Brook Oswald and Jeff Dzikowski were gathered and recorded, the data was evaluated 
through a process of inductive analysis (Hatch, 2002).  During this inductive analysis the 
author performed iterative review of the data in order to identify indigenous concepts 
(Patton, 1990) and sensitizing concepts (Patton, 1990).  Once these concepts were 
identified, they were categorized (Patton, 1987) in order to identify themes within the 
data.   
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Some of the major themes that were uncovered during the study’s data analysis 
included: 
• the participants’ initial expectations and reasons for SITES involvement 
• the influence and impacts of SITES participation on the design and development 
of the Orem Intermodal Center 
• criticisms and recommendations regarding the SITES program, including both 
general and specific evaluations of the SITES Guidelines and Performance 
Benchmarks 2009 
• recommendations for the future development of SITES 
 
Interpretation 
  
The most frequent and salient themes that emerged from the data were packaged 
into a focused (Patton, 1990) summary of findings.  This summary is in the form of a 
report that will be forwarded to SITES in order to provide feedback on the performance 
of the Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks 2009 in the design and development of 
the Orem Intermodal Center.  
   It is expected that this feedback will help SITES to refine its Guidelines and 
Performance Benchmarks 2009  prior to the widespread release of the Sustainable Sites 
Initiative in 2013. 
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CHAPTER V 
RESULTS 
 
 
 The following document, The Orem Intermodal Center Participant Feedback 
Report, represents the findings of this study.
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24 
	  
	  
CONTENTS 
Note: The following table of contents represents the information contained within 
the Orem Intermodal Feedback Report.  All pagination is representative of the 
report’s location within the overall study. 
 
Section............................................................................................................................Page 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ...............................................................................................25 
INTRODUCTION .............................................................................................................27 
Background ............................................................................................................27 
Methods..................................................................................................................28 
FINDINGS.........................................................................................................................31 
Initial Expectations and Reasons for Involvement ................................................31 
Influence and Impacts ............................................................................................31 
Goodness of Fit ......................................................................................................32 
Funding Opportunities ...........................................................................................32 
Costs.......................................................................................................................33 
Collaboration..........................................................................................................34 
Validation of Current Practices..............................................................................35 
Advancement of Sustainable Practices ..................................................................35 
Criticisms and Recommendations..............................................................38 
 
Structure and Areas of Emphasis...........................................................................38  Emphasis on Urban Infill………………………………………...41 
Individual Prerequisites and Credits ..........................................................41 
            Wetlands Prerequisite ....................................................................41 
            Soils Requirements ........................................................................41 
            Stormwater Guidelines...................................................................42 
            Equitable Site Use..........................................................................43 
The Future of SITES..................................................................................44 
            Future SITES Participation ............................................................44 
            Professional Credentials.................................................................45 
            Potential Integration with LEED ...................................................46 
            Cost/Benefit Metrics ......................................................................47 
            Formalized Participant Feedback...................................................48 
CLOSING REMARKS......................................................................................................50 
APPENDIX........................................................................................................................51 
             Question List for SITES Participant Interview.....................................................51
25 
	  
	  
	  
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
  
The following report provides feedback from the Utah Transit Authority (UTA) 
and Psomas Engineering regarding their experiences with the Sustainable Sites 
InitiativeTM (SITESTM) Pilot Program.  In particular, the report evaluates the implications, 
impacts, and effectiveness of SITES Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks 2009 
during the design and development of the Orem Intermodal Center. Additional 
evaluations are also made regarding the future development of the SITES program.   
The report’s findings are based on interpretation of the qualitative data that was 
gathered during a focus group interview of the key members of the Orem Intermodal 
Center’s design team.  During this interview the Orem Intermodal Center’s design team 
members were asked to respond to a series of questions about the SITES pilot program.  
These responses were collected, analyzed, categorized, and interpreted in order to provide 
the feedback contained within this report. 
The overall feedback suggests that the Orem Intermodal Center’s design team was 
generally pleased with the performance of the SITES pilot program.  In particular, the 
team thought that the SITES program met its initial expectations for improved sustainable 
practices, relevance to the project’s overall purpose, increased funding opportunities, and 
cost-effectiveness.  Additionally, the design team felt that the SITES pilot program 
improved interdisciplinary collaboration and offered validation of the team’s standard 
approach to development. 
 Despite its overall satisfaction, the design team did offer some criticisms and 
recommendations for the SITES pilot program.  In general, the team thought that the 
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SITES Guidelines and Benchmarks 2009 were deficient in credits for site selection, 
overly weighted towards urban infill, potentially incompatible with local codes, and 
lacking in contract specifications.  The team also noted problems related to specific 
guidelines and requirements for wetlands, soils, stormwater, and equitable site use.  
 Aside from these criticisms and recommendations, the design team provided 
thoughts about the future development of SITES.  Most members of the design team 
expressed willingness to participate in future SITES projects. However, this willingness 
was conditional, since most of the team members thought that the future viability of 
SITES will depend on its ability to better demonstrate long-term cost effectiveness.  
Lastly, the team expressed reservations about the potential incorporation of SITES into 
LEED, and they also provided equivocal support for  the possibility of a SITES 
professional credential program.  
Regardless of the future course of the Sustainable Sites Initiative, the Orem 
Intermodal Center’s design team expressed deep gratitude for the opportunity to 
participate in the SITES pilot program. The team hopes that the feedback, 
recommendations, and criticisms contained in the report reflect the team’s strong desire 
to aid the future development of SITES.  In particular, the team hopes that this document 
will help the Sustainable Sites Initiative refine its Guidelines and Performance 
Benchmarks 2009 prior to the widespread release of the SITES program in 2013.   
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INTRODUCTION 
 
 
Background 
In 2009 the Utah Transit Authority (UTA) and Psomas Engineering began 
working on plans to develop a new intermodal transit center in Orem, Utah.  This project, 
known as the Orem Intermodal Center, will provide access, parking, and infrastructure 
for UTA’s bus, commuter rail, and bus rapid transit (BRT) services. By doing so, this 
project will play an important role in UTA’s overall plans to improve mass transit service 
for the 1.8 million citizens that reside within its coverage zone.  Additionally, the Orem 
Intermodal Center will anchor a transit-oriented development that the City of Orem has 
planned for the area surrounding the west campus of Utah Valley University. 
As part of their ongoing efforts to promote sustainable practices, UTA and 
Psomas decided to explore SITES certification for the Orem Intermodal Center.  In 
November of 2009 this exploration led UTA and Psomas to enter the Orem Intermodal 
Center into the Sustainable Sites Initiative’s “call for pilot projects”. 
At the beginning of 2010 the Orem Intermodal Center was granted admission to 
the SITES pilot program, and Psomas began the process of assembling an 
interdisciplinary design team.  During this process, UTA and Psomas decided to employ 
an intern from Utah State University’s Master of Landscape Architecture (MLA) 
program. This intern, Jeff Dzikowski, was assigned a variety of responsibilities related to 
the development of the Orem Intermodal Center’s SITES application. Jeff also decided to 
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use his experience with the Orem Intermodal Center’s SITES application as the basis of 
his project-based MLA thesis.   
As part of his internship responsibilities and thesis work, Jeff was asked to collect 
and assemble feedback regarding the Orem Intermodal Center’s participation in the 
SITES pilot program.  This feedback, which is the subject of this report, was gathered in 
an effort to provide SITES with information about the effectiveness of their guideline and 
rating system.  
Since construction of the Orem Intermodal Center has yet to be completed, this 
report is limited in its ability to make comments regarding many of the construction-
related elements of the SITES program.  However, the report does offer an extensive 
evaluation of the implications, impacts, and effectiveness of SITES Guidelines and 
Performance Benchmarks 2009 during the design and development of the Orem 
Intermodal Center. Additional evaluations are also made regarding the future 
development of the SITES program.   
UTA and Psomas hope their feedback will help inform the future development of 
SITES.  In particular, they hope to provide information that will assist the refinement of 
future iterations of the Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks prior to the widespread 
release of SITES in 2013.  
 
Methods 
In order to collect in-depth information regarding the effectiveness of the SITES 
Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks 2009, the key members of the Orem Intermodal 
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Center’s design team were asked to participate in a focus group interview.  This tape-
recorded interview was conducted at Psomas Engineering’s Salt Lake City office on 
February 23rd, 2012.  The participants included: 
• Travis Perry - Project Manager, Psomas Engineering 
• Gerry Tully - SITES Application Manager, Psomas Engineering 
• Janelle Ericson -  Project Manager, Utah Transit Authority 
• Jon Gilchrist - Project Engineer, Parsons Brinkerhoff Engineering, UTA 
consultant 
• Von Larsen – Quality Assessment and Construction Manager, Utah 
Transit Authority 
• Jeff Dzikowski (interviewer) – SITES Intern, Psomas Engineering 
Due to logistical conflicts with the focus group interview, two team members 
provided responses via written surveys.  These team members were: 
• Brook Oswald - SITES Chief Associate, Psomas Engineering 
• Jeff Dzikowski – SITES Intern, Psomas Engineering 
Regardless of format, the team members were asked to respond to a series of 
questions related to the Orem Intermodal Center’s participation in the SITES pilot 
program.  The question list addressed the following topics:  
• The team’s initial expectations and reasons for SITES involvement 
• The actual influence and impacts of SITES involvement 
• Criticisms and recommendations for SITES 
• The future of SITES 
Once all responses from the interview and written surveys were gathered and 
recorded, they were collated into one body of data.  This data was then analyzed in order 
to identify major themes within team’s responses to the interview questions.  The most 
frequent and salient themes that emerged from the data were organized into a summary of 
findings.  This summary of findings, included in the following pages of this report, 
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provides the author’s interpretation of the themes as well as supporting quotes from the 
interview transcripts and written surveys.   
A more extensive account of the findings, including a complete copy of the 
survey responses and interview transcripts, is available through the author’s thesis, A 
Critical Evaluation of the Sustainable Sites Initiative’s Guidelines and Performance 
Benchmarks 2009 as Applied to the Orem Intermodal Center’s Design and Development.  
31 
	  
	  
	  
FINDINGS 
 
Initial Expectations and Reasons for Involvement 
 
The Orem Intermodal Center’s design team initially expected that participation in 
the Sustainable Sites Initiative’s pilot program would generate significant economic, 
environmental and social benefits for the Orem Intermodal Center (OIC) project.  In 
particular, they expected that SITES would: 
• generate additional funding opportunities 
• reduce long-term costs 
• draw increased attention and  provide opportunities for public relations 
• fit well with the project’s overall program 
• help set new standards for sustainability for UTA, Psomas, and their 
clientele 
Although the aforementioned benefits provided the motivation to pursue SITES 
certification for the Orem Intermodal Center, the team revealed that they had reservations 
regarding the costs of participation.  Since the Orem Intermodal Center is a publicly 
funded project, the development team was under significant pressure to be fiscally 
responsible with taxpayer money.  Therefore there were concerns that SITES might: 
• increase billable hours 
• raise materials and construction costs 
• create point-buying situations (i.e. situations wherein the practices and/or 
technologies required to meet SITES credits lead to significantly increased 
project expenditures)   
 
Influence and Impacts 
 
Participation in the SITES pilot program was interpreted to be an overall benefit 
to the design and development of the Orem Intermodal Center.   In most instances, the 
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design team was pleased with how SITES matched or surpassed the team’s initial 
expectations.  Some key areas of satisfaction are discussed below. 
 
Goodness of Fit 
 
The Orem Intermodal Center’s design team felt that the SITES certification 
program offered a much-needed alternative to architecturally-focused sustainability 
programs such as LEED.  In particular, the design team embraced SITES for its ability to 
address the landscape and infrastructure elements that dominate the Orem Intermodal 
Center’s overall program. 
In the words of one of the project’s key participants, SITES offered “a better way 
to get recognition of the effort being done on the site development level”.  As another 
participant put it, SITES “was a lot more applicable to us”, “because it’s what we do a lot 
of.  We don’t do buildings.” “But this (SITES) really fits what we do a lot (landscape, 
infrastructure, etc.)”.  
 
Funding Opportunities 
Since UTA is a publicly-supported entity, it operates with very limited funds.  In 
order to move many of its projects forward, UTA often has to seek supplemental funding 
in the form of federal grants.  While competition for such grants is often quite fierce, 
UTA and Psomas recognized that pursuit of SITES certification could “help get funding”.  
Or as one participant candidly put it, the decision to pursue SITES was partly due to 
“Money, grant money”. 
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Through its participation in the SITES pilot program, the Orem Intermodal Center 
became eligible for numerous federal grants.  In particular, SITES participation helped 
the Orem Intermodal Center meet the requirements for ‘livability grants’ offered by the 
Federal Transit Administration (FWA) and the Federal Highway Administration 
(FWHA).   
Unfortunately, due to complications unrelated to its participation in SITES, the 
Orem Intermodal Center was unsuccessful in obtaining the aforementioned grants.  
Despite this failure, UTA and Psomas remain hopeful that future participation in SITES 
will lead to federal grants.  This is evidenced by the fact that the Orem Intermodal 
Center’s sister site, the Provo Intermodal Center, is currently being developed according 
to SITES standards.  Although the Provo Intermodal Center is not a participant in the 
pilot program, UTA has plans to seek SITES certification once the Sustainable Sites 
Initiative is officially released.  UTA is optimistic that the Provo Intermodal Center’s 
participation in SITES will ultimately lead to an award of federal grant money. 
 
Costs 
 
Participation in the SITES pilot program did not present a cost barrier to the 
design and development of the Orem Intermodal Center.  In fact, although the design 
team has yet to determine the actual amount of cost that was incurred through 
participation in the SITES pilot program, it was estimated that “the amount that (was) 
added is a percent or two”.  The relatively small percentage is due to numerous factors, 
including: 
• the low fees that SITES charged for participation in its pilot program 
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• the compatibility of many SITES standards with the current best management 
practices of UTA and Psomas  
• the low level of certification (one star) that the Orem Intermodal Center aimed 
to achieve 
Despite the fact that SITES did not introduce a significant cost burden during the 
design and development of the Orem Intermodal Center, the key participants did note 
some areas of concern regarding the potential costs of SITES compliance.  Some of these 
areas of concern were: 
• the potential costs of pursuing higher levels of certification (two, three, or 
four stars vs. one star) 
• the yet-to-be-determined costs of construction and maintenance  
• the viability of sustainable design  in a ‘low-bid environment’ 
• the yet-to-be-determined returns on investment that sustainable practices 
such as low-VOC materials, bioswales, and soil restoration will yield for 
the Orem Intermodal Center 
 
Collaboration 
 
As part of its focus on interdisciplinary collaboration, the SITES Performance 
Benchmarks and Guidelines 2009 required the Orem Intermodal Center’s design team to 
work with a diverse group of professionals and stakeholders.  The team members agreed 
that this collaborative effort was an asset to their project, since it required all participants 
and stakeholders to get involved at the very beginning of the Orem Intermodal Center’s 
design and development. 
This collaboration was especially helpful in getting UTA’s operations and 
maintenance (OM) personnel engaged with the project.  These personnel typically have 
not been included in the design and development process, despite the fact that they are 
solely responsible for the long-term operation and maintenance of the facilities. 
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By “getting that maintenance perspective at the front-end design”, the design team 
was able to “make sure they (OM personnel) were okay with a lot of the things we were 
doing”.  Through this process of collaborative review, the design team was able to create 
a plan for sustainable operations and maintenance that accounted for the needs and 
limitations of all parties.   In fact, UTA was so pleased with the Orem Intermodal 
Center’s operations and maintenance plan that it hopes to use it as a model for future 
projects. 
 
Validation of Current Practices 
 
UTA and Psomas have established reputations for promoting sustainable 
practices.  However, both groups recognized that the SITES pilot program would provide 
a means to “document the good things we’re doing”.  In short, the Orem Intermodal 
Center’s design and development team believed that participation in the SITES 
certification program will ultimately provide “validation that what UTA is doing is 
consistent with sustainability”.  
 
Advancement of Sustainable Practices 
 
Despite the fact that UTA and Psomas typically endeavor to incorporate 
sustainable practices into all of their projects, they both agreed that the SITES 
Performance Benchmarks and Guidelines 2009 helped to prioritize sustainability during 
the design and development of the Orem Intermodal Center.  As one participant 
mentioned, “I think more or less everyone was on the right track, but this might have 
made it more of a conscious effort”.   
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Some areas in which the SITES Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks 2009 
pushed the Orem Intermodal Center’s design team to implement sustainable practices 
were: 
• operations and maintenance: as previously mentioned, the Orem Intermodal 
Center’s interdisciplinary design team developed a long term plan for 
sustainable landscape operations and maintenance 
• stormwater management: the Orem Intermodal Site will make use of 
bioswales to treat runoff from its parking lots and other hardscapes 
• irrigation: the Orem Intermodal Center’s irrigation system will include a 
centrally-controlled, low-water drip system that greatly reduces water usage 
• materials selection: a large percentage of the Orem Intermodal Center’s 
materials will be made up of recycled-content materials that are produced 
locally by manufacturers who make use of sustainable manufacturing  
practices 
• soils: in an effort to meet the SITES requirements for maintenance and 
restoration of soils, the Orem Intermodal Center developed a soils 
management plan 
• plant selection:  the landscaping at the Orem Intermodal Center will be 
composed of native plant materials 
• impervious surfaces: UTA and Psomas worked with the City of Orem to 
reduce the dimensions of parking stalls, leading to a reduction in the overall 
footprint of the Orem Intermodal Center’s impervious surfaces  
In addition to encouraging the design team to implement the aforementioned 
sustainable design elements, the Orem Intermodal Center’s participation in the SITES 
pilot program also influenced the practices of other parties.  In particular, the Orem 
Intermodal Center’s SITES-compliant specifications directly affected the practices of 
material suppliers and the City of Orem.   
In the case of material suppliers, the Orem Intermodal Center’s specifications 
required materials producers to provide proof of sustainable practices.  Although many 
paving and aggregate suppliers were already familiar with sustainability requirements due 
to past experience with ISO 14000 specifications, most local plant manufacturers had 
never been asked to provide proof of sustainable plant production.  Despite their lack of 
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familiarity with such requests, many plant manufacturers expressed interest and support 
for the SITES standards for plant production.  Additionally, and most importantly, one 
plant provider even expressed willingness to become SITES-compliant in time to meet 
the Orem Intermodal Center’s construction deadline. 
Beyond familiarizing local plant providers with new standards for sustainability, 
the Orem Intermodal Center also caused the City of Orem to rethink some of its standard 
operating procedures.  In particular, the Orem Intermodal Center’s design team asked the 
City of Orem to reconsider its minimum requirements for parking stall size.  This request 
was made in an effort to reduce impervious areas and meet the SITES requirements for 
stormwater reduction.  After speaking with UTA and Psomas on multiple occasions 
regarding this matter, the City of Orem eventually decided to allow a reduction of 
parking stall length from 18 feet to 16 feet.  Since the Orem Intermodal Center will 
contain approximately 500 parking stalls, this decision will eliminate roughly nine 
thousand square feet of unneeded impervious surface. 
 This decision marked a significant achievement for the project’s design team, 
since it improved the sustainability of the Orem Intermodal Center and also demonstrated 
the ability of the SITES Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks 2009 to positively 
influence municipal standards within the City of Orem. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Criticisms and Recommendations 
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Despite its satisfaction with the pilot program, the Orem Intermodal Center’s 
design team noted many areas in which the SITES should consider improvements prior 
its widespread release in 2013.  These evaluations, which included criticisms as well as 
recommendations, are discussed below. 
 
Structure and Areas of Emphasis 
 
Site Selection.  Since UTA and Psomas spend a great deal of their time working 
on site-oriented projects, both groups agreed with the emphasis that SITES placed on site 
selection.  However, they did take issue with the failure of the Guidelines and 
Performance Benchmarks 2009 to award points for certain site selection scenarios.  In 
particular, they thought that the Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks2009 should 
have awarded credits for the avoidance of sites with environmentally sensitive areas.  As 
one participant described this situation, “our site doesn’t have the stuff (environmentally 
sensitive areas), so we should be rewarded for that”.   Another team member echoed this 
sentiment, saying “if we did the right thing and chose the site that didn’t have wetlands, 
don’t we get credit for avoiding wetlands inherently?” 
These comments demonstrate that although the SITES prerequisites require 
participants to avoid development of environmentally sensitive areas within their 
respective sites, they do not necessarily reward participants who have chosen sites that 
are completely devoid of such areas.  The design team hopes that future iterations of the 
Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks will achieve an improved balance of both 
restrictions and incentives for site selection. 
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Incompatibility with Local Codes.  As part of its stated mission, SITES is 
“dedicated to fostering a transformation in land development and management practices”.  
Although this goal is commendable, SITES should realize that some municipalities are 
disinclined to rapidly embrace transformation.   
Unfortunately this became apparent when the Orem Intermodal Center’s design 
team encountered difficulties with municipal code.  In particular, the design team was 
initially unable to reduce the size of its parking stalls due to Orem’s minimum standards 
for parking. This conflict, which resulted from efforts to meet the SITES specifications 
for stormwater management, was eventually resolved when the City of Orem granted a 
parking variance for the Orem Intermodal Center. 
Despite its satisfactory conclusion, this conflict demonstrated how the SITES 
Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks 2009 can be incompatible with local codes.  As 
one of the project’s designers stated, dealing with cities “could have been a huge 
challenge”, since “a lot of things we were doing were not to their standard”.  This 
situation was summarized even more succinctly by another team member, who stated 
“local code does not always agree with methods of implementation”. 
The potential for conflict with regulatory agencies does not indicate that SITES 
should cease to promote forward-thinking practices, however, it does indicate that SITES 
should remain mindful that some projects will encounter difficulty in achieving 
simultaneous compliance with SITES guidelines and local codes.   
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Contract Specifications.  In light its technical specificity and focus on post-
construction evaluation (soils testing, proof of materials, etc.), it was surprising that 
SITES did not offer some form of contract specifications.  In the absence of any official 
construction specifications, the Orem Intermodal Center’s design team had to resort to 
unproven measures for familiarizing their contractors with many of the SITES 
requirements.  One team member summarized this situation by stating, “we had the 
standard specs to use, but now we had to highlight certain areas and the easiest way to do 
it was to add an addendum that you hope they (the contractors) read when they were 
vetting” 
The team expressed a desire for SITES to include more contract support in the 
future, noting “SITES should provide a set of construction specifications.  By doing so, 
SITES would help ensure that its “requirements are provided to contractors in a legible 
and binding document”. 
 
Emphasis on Urban Infill.  During the course of scoping the Orem Intermodal 
Center’s SITES application, it became apparent that many of the credits favored projects 
that were located in urban infill areas.  As one team member stated, the SITES Guidelines 
and Performance Benchmarks 2009 were “definitely weighted towards urban infill”. 
Although the team member understood this bias, noting that urban infill projects 
are “inherently more sustainable than a project out in the middle of nowhere”, it was clear 
that some team members would like to see SITES make concessions for projects that are 
located in greenfield areas.  As one participant stated “I think they’re (SITES) going to 
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have a hard time with more rural areas”, because “you lose so many points the further out 
you get”. 
 
Individual Prerequisites and Credits 
 
Wetlands Prerequisite.  The Orem Intermodal Center’s design team agreed with 
the overall intent of the SITES wetlands prerequisite, however, they thought that SITES 
should reconsider its lack of concessions for wetland mitigation.   The design team 
expressed that a zero-tolerance approach to wetlands alteration was not an entirely 
sustainable strategy, since it overlooks the potential value of wetland mitigation. 
One team member summarized how the current wetlands prerequisite overlooks 
this possibility, stating “to place a value on avoidance when maybe you can get a better 
bang for your buck by not avoiding it and improving the overall situation, is kind of a 
short-sighted way to look at it”. 
The design team thought that SITES should consider allowing mitigation in 
certain situations.  In particular, the team thought that SITES should consider allowing 
mitigation where isolated, low-functioning wetlands might be replaced with larger, high-
functioning wetland areas.  A team member expressed this idea through description of a 
hypothetical scenario where: 
“you could have a 500 acre site with an acre of wetlands on it, and if you mitigate 
that from a low functioning wetland to a very high functioning wetland that’s ten 
times as big, you’re setting aside 10 acres.  That’s been proven over decades to be 
very effective mitigation”. 
 
Soils Requirements.  Since no other sustainability-oriented certification systems 
currently address the importance of soils, the focus of SITES on soils represents an 
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innovative approach to sustainability.  As a member of the Orem Intermodal Center’s 
design team put it, “I commend SITES for endeavoring to improve the treatment of 
topsoil, since it is a grossly under-represented aspect of the site development process”. 
Despite this commendation, the team expressed difficulty interpreting the SITES 
soils criteria.  One team member stated “it appears that it was written by a bunch of 
academics that never stepped outside of a lecture hall except to go to the soil lab”.  
Another team member echoed this sentiment, calling the soils criteria “difficult to deal 
with”, “due to a lack of familiarity with esoteric topsoil criteria such as potentially 
mineralizable nitrogen”. 
While the team’s difficulty may simply represent the growing pains that 
accompany an unfamiliar certification system, the team agreed that SITES should 
consider simplification of its soils criteria.  As one team member suggested, “a soils 
worksheet would improve the situation, by providing a document that could be used by 
all personnel involved in a SITES project, from office personnel to construction 
contractors”.   By doing so, hopefully “the soils requirements could be revised to be more 
easily understood”.  
 
Stormwater Guidelines.  Despite the fact that the Orem Intermodal Center’s 
design team included numerous professionals with backgrounds in stormwater 
management, the team failed to fully understand the logic behind the SITES system for 
evaluating stormwater runoff.  More specifically, the team disagreed with the curve 
number system that was used to evaluate the Orem Intermodal Center’s stormwater 
runoff.  
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As one team member described it, “the process that’s outlined in their handbook 
is poor, really poor”.  The team felt that the reliance of SITES on the curve number 
method, which calculates stormwater discharge according to land typologies, was 
unnecessarily exclusive of other means of stormwater management.  In the case of the 
Orem Intermodal Center, the team felt that maintaining or reducing the overall 
stormwater discharge rates should have been sufficient.  
The team’s disagreement with the SITES curve number system was exemplified 
in feedback from one of the team’s civil engineers, who stated “the effective runoff is the 
same”, but “since we increased the curve number, we don’t get that point (SITES credit) 
even though the net result is the same”.   
 
Equitable Site Use. The Orem Intermodal Center’s design team appreciated the 
progress that the SITES Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks 2009 made towards 
addressing environmental, economic, and social sustainability.  However, the team 
believed that some of the credits did not provide an accurate measure of the importance 
of mass transportation.  In particular, the team felt that the Orem Intermodal Center 
ultimately might not get any points for promoting equitable site use, despite the fact that 
the project will provide a large area of Orem with improved access to multimodal mass 
transit. 
One team member described this dilemma by stating “I think some of the points 
that went towards future social programming were superfluous”.   The team member 
explained further, saying “the social programming we’re doing, we’re providing a transit 
station.  That doesn’t rise above hosting a farmer’s market once a year?” 
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The Future of SITES 
 
Future SITES Participation 
 
As mentioned at the beginning of this report, the Orem Intermodal Center’s 
SITES team was pleased with the overall performance of the SITES pilot program and 
expressed willingness to seek SITES certification for future projects.  However, this 
willingness did not extend to all projects or all levels of SITES certification.  In fact, most 
team members expressed that future participation in SITES would depend on outside 
factors.  One team member stated that future participation would be entirely contingent 
on, “the client’s backing and support”.  Another team member responded to the question 
about future SITES participation by saying “not in a low bid environment.  If we were 
doing a different kind of bidding process, then maybe”. 
Other team members mentioned that SITES certification would only be a viable 
option at the one-star level, since “to get to that second star, it’s not going to be an 
incremental cost, it’s going to be an exponential cost”.  Similar cost/benefit limitations 
were also noted by another team member, who said (hypothetically) “we would’ve had to 
add another two percent to the cost of the project to get that second star, and what does 
that star get us except another star on the mantle?” 
Despite such concerns, one team member stated that decisions about future SITES 
participation would ultimately depend on the answers to questions such as “is it a long-
term cost benefit?” and “is there a better funding alternative?”.   While the answers to 
such questions will undoubtedly vary on a case-by-case basis, hopefully SITES can gain 
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acceptance despite the weakness of the current economic climate.  One team member 
expressed this best by saying 
“I think that it is unfortunate that SITES seems to be hitting the market during an 
economic downturn.  Unlike LEED, which gained tremendous momentum during 
the real estate boom, SITES will face an extremely cost-sensitive market.  If 
SITES can gain some degree of foothold during the next few years, it will 
hopefully be well-positioned to gain wider acceptance as the market improves”. 
 
 
 
Professional credentials 
Although there is currently no professional credential system associated with the 
Sustainable Sites Initiative, many members of the Orem Intermodal Center’s design team 
were supportive of the idea that SITES may offer some form of credentials in the future.   
However, this support came with some conditions.  One team member expressed such 
conditional interest by stating  
“I certainly would be interested in getting certified if the costs were not overly 
burdensome, and there was an assurance that my certification would be lasting.  
This is not to say that I would be opposed to requirements such as CEU’s 
(continuing education units), but rather that I would not be interested in having to 
re-test or re-certify on a regular basis”   
 
Most of the reservations that the team expressed regarding professional 
credentials seemed to be tied to dissatisfaction with LEED’s recent changes to its 
associate professional (AP) credential.  These changes required many professionals to 
seek recertification, despite past assurances from LEED that the AP credential would 
offer long-term value.  As one team member put it “now LEED-AP doesn’t mean 
anything” 
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The team’s dissatisfaction LEED’s professional credential system, and its 
implications for SITES, were summarized by the following comment:  
“LEED’s apparent bait-and-switch has left me leery of seeking certifications that 
are subject to rapid change.  Justifiably or not, LEED’s recent revision of its 
professional credential system has created the appearance that it is capricious and 
profit-seeking.  SITES would be well-advised to take cues from this perception of 
LEED, and try to avoid making any of the same mistakes” 
 
 
Potential Integration with LEED 
 
As mentioned previously, many of the SITES team members have encountered 
difficulties with LEED.  Despite such difficulties, the team did agree that SITES could 
benefit from an affiliation with LEED.  In particular, the team believed that SITES could 
gain greater recognition and visibility through an association with LEED.  As one team 
member put it  
 
“LEED is well known.  For good or bad, it is well known.  Whereas when we say 
‘Oh this was a Sustainable Sites Initiative project’, I get the same look my dog 
gives me when I talk to him.  You know, the head turns sideways…” 
 
In addition to increasing the recognition of SITES, an association with LEED 
could also reduce the competition that SITES might face in an increasingly crowded 
market.  One team member expressed concern about market saturation by asking “is there 
room in the marketplace for both LEED and SITES?”  Or as another team member 
bluntly stated “I personally think that the industry does not need another rating system”. 
Although it may be unclear if it can compete in a crowded market, it is clear that 
if SITES decides to join forces with LEED it should be fully aware of the negative 
connotations that are associated with the LEED program.  Chief among these 
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connotations is the perception that LEED has become cost prohibitive.  One team 
member described this perception by stating “I think LEED has lost its way, because all 
LEED wants to do is charge you for everything”. 
Regardless of whether or not SITES ultimately decides to join up with LEED, the 
team members expressed hope that SITES will continue to offer a practical and cost 
effective certification system.  This hope was summarized in the comments of a team 
member, who said: 
“I think the real goal is to come up with a system, whether it is SITES or LEED or 
a combination, that encourages the right thing, monitors that you did it, and isn’t 
there to become an industry unto itself”  
 
 
Cost/Benefit Metrics 
 
Throughout its evaluation of the pilot program, the Orem Intermodal Center’s 
design team emphasized that the success of SITES would ultimately depend on its ability 
to offer cost-effective alternatives to standard development practices.  While one of the 
primary aims of SITES is to improve the economic sustainability of land development 
practices, it remains to be seen if the SITES Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks 
2009 will achieve such a goal. 
The Orem Intermodal Center’s design team frequently came back to this concern, 
often asking questions such as: 
“What is the return?” 
“Is there a proven return?” 
“Is it a long-term cost benefit? 
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Although the SITES Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks 2009  and The 
Case for Sustainable Landscapes both make efforts to explain the savings that can be 
realized from the implementation of sustainable practices, some members of the Orem 
Intermodal Center’s design team remained uncertain as to whether or not such savings 
would come to fruition.  One team member expressed such uncertainty by wondering 
whether the SITES projections will end up like those of LEED, where “none of the 
buildings are performing anywhere near what the credits said they were going to do”. 
Such skepticism does not necessarily indicate that the Orem Intermodal Center’s 
design team believes that SITES will fail to deliver cost savings.  However, it is an 
indication that SITES will need to continue to elucidate the economic validity of its 
recommended technologies and practices.  This situation was summarized best by one of 
the Orem Intermodal Center’s team members, who suggested that SITES should “keep 
working on cost/benefit metrics!  We must be able to demonstrate cost effectiveness in 
terms that our investors, clients, and financiers can understand.” 
 
Formalized Participant Feedback 
 Although SITES has made it clear that it will use participant feedback to improve 
future iterations of its Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks, it would undoubtedly 
benefit from establishing a formalized system of gathering participant feedback.  .  
Through such a system, SITES would be likely to gather a greater amount of detailed 
feedback and provide a means for all its participants to contribute to the ongoing 
refinement of the SITES Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks.  
49 
	  
	  
	  
The design team hopes that in the future SITES will provide a detailed set of 
questions such as those that prompted the current report’s findings.  In fact, the team 
expressed the desire to make the question list from this report available to SITES (see 
Appendix) in case they could benefit from its content 
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CLOSING REMARKS 
 
The Utah Transit Authority and Psomas Engineering would like to express a 
sincere thanks to the Sustainable Sites Initiative for providing the Orem Intermodal 
Center’s design team with the opportunity to participate in its pilot program.  Through 
this opportunity, the design team has been granted a rare chance to contribute to the 
growth and progression of a promising new model for sustainable land development. 
The Orem Intermodal Center’s design team hopes that the observations, 
recommendations, and criticisms contained in this document reflects the team’s desire to 
assist the future development of the SITES certification program.  In particular, the team 
hopes that this document will help inform the refinement of the Guidelines and 
Performance Benchmarks 2009 prior to the widespread release of the SITES in 2013.  By 
doing so, the Orem Intermodal Center’s design team looks forward to helping SITES 
promote land development practices that are socially, economically, and environmentally 
sustainable.  
 
51 
	  
	  
	  
 
APPENDIX 
 
Question List for SITES Participant Interview 
	  
Background 
-­‐What	  was	  your	  initial	  impression	  of	  SITES	  in	  comparison	  to	  other	  sustainability-­‐
related	  programs	  (LEED,	  ISI,	  etc.)? 
-­‐-­‐What	  was	  your	  initial	  understanding	  of	  the	  demands	  that	  SITES	  would	  place	  on	  
the	  Orem	  Intermodal	  project	  (time,	  resources,	  costs	  vs	  benefits,	  etc.)?	  
	  
Performance	  
-­‐How	  well	  do	  you	  feel	  that	  SITES	  achieved	  its	  stated	  goal	  of	  establishing	  ”clear	  
and	  rigorous	  criteria	  for	  sustainable	  landscape	  design,	  construction	  and	  
maintenance”?	  
-­‐How	  well	  did	  SITES	  fit	  into	  your	  standard	  project	  development	  workflow	  (ie:	  
what	  if	  any	  adjustments	  did	  it	  require)?	  
-­‐How	  did	  SITES	  compare	  to	  your	  initial	  expectations	  in	  terms	  of	  increasing	  the	  
sustainability	  of	  the	  Orem	  Intermodal	  Center?	  	  
-­‐What	  areas	  of	  the	  SITES	  Guidelines	  and	  Performance	  Benchmarks	  2009	  do	  you	  
think	  were	  especially	  effective	  in	  contributing	  to	  the	  sustainability	  of	  the	  Orem	  
Intermodal	  Center?	  
-­‐What	  areas	  of	  the	  SITES	  Guidelines	  and	  Performance	  Benchmarks	  2009	  
presented	  difficulty?	  	  
-­‐Despite	  this	  difficulty,	  do	  you	  believe	  that	  these	  areas	  made	  worthwhile	  
contributions	  to	  the	  sustainability	  of	  the	  Orem	  Intermodal	  Center?	  
-­‐How	  would	  you	  evaluate	  the	  SITES	  Guidelines	  and	  Performance	  Benchmarks	  in	  
terms	  of	  costs/benefits	  for	  the	  Orem	  Intermodal	  project?	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Suggestions	  
-­‐What	  areas	  of	  the	  SITES	  Guidelines	  and	  Performance	  Benchmarks	  2009	  do	  you	  
think	  should	  be	  revised	  to	  improve	  effectiveness/decrease	  difficulty?	  	  
-­‐Are	  there	  any	  areas	  that	  SITES	  does	  not	  currently	  address,	  but	  should	  consider	  
adding?	  
	  
Future	  
-­‐Do	  you	  think	  that	  SITES	  provides	  an	  effective	  complement	  or	  alternative	  to	  other	  
sustainability-­‐related	  programs?	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
-­‐Under	  what	  circumstances	  would	  you	  be	  inclined	  to	  seek	  SITES	  certification	  for	  
future	  projects?	  
-­‐If	  SITES	  develops	  a	  program	  of	  certification	  for	  professionals	  as	  well	  as	  projects,	  
will	  you	  seek	  such	  certification?	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CHAPTER V 
DISCUSSION 
 
Interpretation of Results 
 
 
Success of Data Collection 
The study achieved its primary goal by successfully gathering in-depth feedback 
for SITES regarding the effectiveness of its pilot program.  In particular, the study was 
able to get the key participants of the Orem Intermodal Center’s design team to provide 
the following information regarding their experiences with the SITES pilot program: 
• Reasons for participation 
• Initial expectations of the SITES pilot program 
• Actual impacts and implications of SITES participation 
• Strengths and weakness of the SITES pilot program 
• Recommendations for revisions to the SITES Guidelines and Performance 
Benchmarks 2009 
• Recommendations for the future development of SITES 
The specific details of these findings, as described in the results section of this 
study, will provide feedback that will inform the refinement of the Guidelines and 
Performance Benchmarks 2009 prior to the widespread release of SITES in 2013.  
 
Depth of Feedback 
 The structured methodology of the study allowed the author to gather a large 
quantity of detailed, relevant feedback.  Since the SITES pilot program currently has no 
formalized means of surveying its participants, it is likely that the feedback generated 
through this study will greatly exceed that of most other SITES pilot projects.   
Therefore, the current study’s findings will help compensate for some the 
deficiencies that may result from the absence of a formalized participant feedback system 
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for the SITES pilot program.  Additionally, this study might also act as a template for the 
development of a formal SITES participant feedback survey.   
In an effort to aid the development of such a survey, this study’s question list has 
been made available to SITES, with complete allowances for its dissemination to current 
and future SITES participants.  In doing so, this study will hopefully allow SITES to 
collect additional feedback that will assist the development of future iterations of its 
Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks. 
 
Novelty of Feedback 
 The Orem Intermodal Center is a relatively unique project within the SITES pilot 
program.  This uniqueness stems from the fact that the Orem Intermodal Center is: 
• One of only three pilot projects located in Utah 
• The only pilot project along the Wasatch Front 
• The only mass transit hub in the pilot program 
Due to the Orem Intermodal Center’s relative novelty within the pilot program, 
the study’s feedback will help ensure that SITES is able to evaluate the performance of 
its Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks 2009 across a range of contexts, including 
the areas discussed below.   
 
Political Climate.  “Sustainable”, or “green” development is a practice that is 
traditionally associated with more liberal regions of the United States.  However, in 
recent years sustainable practices have been embraced by an increasingly-wider audience.  
This study will help determine if this expansion holds true for the SITES. By providing 
feedback from a project that is located within one of the most conservative states in 
56 
	  
	  
America, this study’s findings can help SITES to determine whether or not its  Guidelines 
and Performance Benchmarks 2009 are viable in a fiscally, socially, and politically 
conservative context.  
 
Environmental Limitations .  The semi-arid climate of Utah’s Wasatch Front 
presents numerous environmental constraints, including cold winters, hot summers, and 
relatively little precipitation.  Therefore, the study’s feedback will help SITES evaluate 
the efficacy of its Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks 2009 within the harsh and 
challenging climatic conditions of Utah’s Wasatch Front. 
 
Purpose of Project.  Since its primary purpose is to provide parking, 
infrastructure, and access for UTA’s mass transit services, the Orem Intermodal Center 
contains a great deal of impervious surfaces and infrastructure.  Therefore, the Orem 
Intermodal Center will allow SITES to determine if its Guidelines and Performance 
Benchmarks 2009 can accommodate projects that are relatively impervious, but 
nevertheless an invaluable part of a sustainable transportation network.  
 
 
General Summary of Findings 
The overall feedback suggests that the Orem Intermodal Center’s design team was 
generally pleased with the performance of the SITES pilot program.  In particular, the 
team was satisfied with how the SITES Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks 2009: 
• were appropriate to the project’s site-oriented, infrastructure-intensive 
scope  
• fit within the project’s limited budget 
• increased the eligibility of the Orem Intermodal Center for federal grants 
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• improved interdisciplinary collaboration 
• provided validation that the standard practices of UTA and Psomas are 
consistent with sustainability   
• promoted implementation of sustainable practices such as: 
- a low-impact operations and maintenance plan 
- bioswale-based stormwater treatment 
- low water landscaping (native plants, drip irrigation) 
- reduced impervious surfaces 
- increased usage of local, recycled-content materials 
-  proactive topsoil management 
 
 Despite its overall satisfaction, the design team did offer some criticisms and 
recommendations for the SITES pilot program.  In general, the team thought that the 
SITES Guidelines and Benchmarks 2009 were:  
• deficient in credits for site selection 
•  overly weighted towards urban infill 
•  potentially incompatible with local codes  
•  lacking in contract specifications 
The team also noted problems with some specific details of the SITES 
prerequisites and credits.  Specifically, the team thought: 
• the wetlands prerequisite should make allowances for wetland mitigation 
• the soils requirements were unclear due to their reliance on academic 
jargon 
• the curve number system of stormwater calculation was ineffective, and 
incompatible with conventional methods of stormwater management  
• the requirements for “equitable site use” inadequately addressed the ability 
of mass transit locations to act as a social amenity  
 Aside from these criticisms and recommendations, most members of the design 
team expressed a willingness to participate in future SITES projects. However, this 
interest was conditional, since most of the team members thought that the future viability 
of SITES will depend on its ability to better demonstrate long-term cost effectiveness.  
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Additionally, the team had reservations about the possibility of a SITES professional 
credential program, and the team also expressed equivocal support for the potential 
incorporation of SITES into LEED.   
 
Implications of Findings 
The overall findings of the study indicate that SITES has been largely successful 
in its efforts to assemble “clear and rigorous criteria for sustainable landscape design, 
construction, operations, and maintenance” (SITES, 2009b, p.5).  In particular, the 
study’s results indicate that the SITES Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks 2009 
proved to be effective in advancing the overall sustainability Orem Intermodal Center in 
an innovative and practical manner.  By doing so, the SITES Guidelines and Performance 
Benchmarks 2009 have achieved their intended purpose of providing an effective new 
paradigm for sustainable land development. 
Most surprisingly, the SITES paradigm appears to be cost-effective.  As indicated 
by the study’s results, the SITES requirements did not lead to significant increases in the 
cost of the Orem Intermodal Center’s design and development.  This bodes well for the 
economic viability of the SITES program, especially since the current financial climate is 
relatively weak and unlikely to support sustainability-based programs that are not cost-
effective. 
Through its provision of a site-oriented, cost-effective guideline and rating system 
for sustainable land development, SITES has the potential to fill a void in the 
sustainability market.  In particular, the study’s findings demonstrate that SITES is 
providing a much-needed certification program for the areas that exist “beyond the 
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building envelope”.  Since no other sustainability-oriented programs currently address 
such landscape-oriented aspects of land development, SITES represents an important step 
in the overall evolution of sustainability.  
Despite the study’s support for the overall effectiveness of the SITES pilot 
program, the results also indicated that there were some areas of difficulty within the 
Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks 2009.  These findings have been discussed at 
length in previous portions of this study, however, it is worth noting that these criticisms 
do not necessarily indicate a failure on the part of SITES. 
In fact, many of these difficulties are more likely the result of a disconnect 
between the conventional approach to land development and the progressive, ecosystem-
based orientation of the SITES.  This disconnect is best evidenced by the criticisms that 
were directed at the reliance of SITES on the curve number system of calculating 
stormwater discharge.  The curve number system, which calculates stormwater discharge 
according to the capacity of different land typologies to absorb runoff, is an ecosystem-
based approach to stormwater management.  In this system, the capacity of a site to 
absorb stormwater is largely dependent the ratio of impermeable surfaces to permeable, 
natural land coverage.  While this system is well-proven, it nevertheless differs from 
conventional, infrastructure-intensive methods of stormwater management. 
Although both systems can have the same net effect on actual stormwater flows, 
the curve number method is emphasized by SITES due to its ability to provide other 
‘ecosystem services’ (additional ecologically-based benefits).  In particular, the curve 
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number system provides ecosystem services such as stormwater filtration, reduced urban 
heat island effects, carbon sequestration, and increased wildlife habitat.   
Therefore, the curve number method differs from conventional methods of 
stormwater treatment, but it clearly represents a viable, comprehensive, systems-based 
approach to managing runoff.  And although this system may present difficulties for 
some participants, this does not mean that it represents a failure within the SITES system 
of stormwater calculation. 
Instead, ecosystem-based strategies such as the curve number system encapsulate 
the greater purpose of SITES, which is to provide effective alternatives to the “business 
as usual” approach to land development.  In doing so, SITES will undoubtedly encounter 
criticisms from its participants.  Hopefully SITES will be able to discern the difference 
between criticisms that are the result of unreasonable resistance to innovation, and 
criticisms that genuinely reflective faults within its system.   
The results of the current study likely reflect both valid and invalid criticisms.  As 
discussed above, the participants’ objections to the curve number system are likely 
indicative of resistance to a new paradigm for land development.  It is also probable that 
the criticisms of the SITES requirements for soils, equitable site use, and urban infill are 
also attributable to inertia and unfamiliarity, and not due to a lack of efficacy.  
However, there are some criticisms that merit further evaluation by the SITES.  In 
particular, SITES should reevaluate its lack of: concessions for wetland mitigation, 
contract specifications, clear soils criteria, and allowances for incompatibility with local 
codes.  At the moment these areas simply do not function well, and may present 
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unnecessary difficulties for SITES participants.  By revising these areas to be more user-
friendly, SITES will risk very little reduction in the rigor of its standards, while 
simultaneously increasing participation in its certification program.   
Although SITES should strive to improve the aforementioned aspects of its 
Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks 2009, it should not abandon its commitment to 
challenging its participants.  In particular, SITES should continue to promote new and 
innovative sustainable practices.   
At the moment, the SITES Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks 2009 
represent a relatively good balance between ambition and pragmatism.  Simply put, they 
are challenging, but not impractical.   
This does not mean that SITES has developed an unimpeachable certification 
system, however it does represent critical step in the incremental movement towards true 
sustainability.  This incremental movement will require SITES to judiciously increase the 
rigor of its guidelines and requirements over the course of time.  By doing so, SITES will 
provide its participants with an innovative paradigm for sustainable land development for 
many years to come.  
 
 
Limitations of Study 
 
Limited Sample Size 
Although the study gathered feedback from the key members of the Orem 
Intermodal Center’s design team, it nevertheless represents a relatively small sample of 
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the overall participants in the SITES pilot program.  This small sample, while appropriate 
for the purposes of this study, did lead to some noteworthy limitations. 
First and foremost, the study’s feedback was gathered from one singular pilot 
project.  This singular project represents a relatively unique combination of 
circumstances, including:  
Funding Constraints.  Due to its reliance on taxpayer funding, UTA has a 
relatively limited source of funding.  Therefore the Orem Intermodal Center was largely 
developed in a low-cost manner.  This may have limited the degree to which the Orem 
Intermodal Center provided an accurate measure of sustainable practices, since such 
practices were often determined to be cost prohibitive.  This is unfortunate, since 
sustainable practices often cost more initially but actually provide long-term returns on 
investment. 
 
Limitations of Scope.  The Orem Intermodal Center is an infrastructure-intensive 
project.  Therefore it was limited in its ability to test many of the landscape-intensive 
aspects of the SITES Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks 2009. 
  
Size and Location.  Many of the SITES Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks 
2009 are focused on treatment of pre-existing vegetation, hydrology, and environmentally 
sensitive areas. However, since the Orem Intermodal Center site was previously 
developed on a small, dry, grayfield site that was largely devoid of vegetation, water, and 
environmentally sensitive areas, the project was not able to provide feedback regarding 
many portions of the SITES Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks 2009. 
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While these aforementioned characteristics of the Orem Intermodal Center helped 
ensure diversity within the SITES pilot program, the study’s feedback must be interpreted 
with the awareness that it is derived from the relatively unique context of a singular 
project.  Therefore, this study’s results may or may not reflect the widespread 
performance of the SITES. Fortunately, the SITES pilot program includes over 150 
projects that are testing the SITES Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks 2009 across 
a variety of regions and contexts.  This should help ensure that SITES is not unduly 
influenced by the feedback of any one site, and is able to test the overall efficacy of its 
pilot program.    
 Beyond the limits of the Orem Intermodal Center project itself, the small sample 
size meant that the study gathered feedback from a relatively limited cross section of 
professionals, including engineers, planners, and landscape architects.  While these 
professions are pertinent to the overall scope of the SITES program, they nevertheless 
represent a relatively homogenous cross section of occupations.  Such homogeneity 
means that the results of this study may reflect some degree of occupational bias. 
 
 
Timing of Study 
 Due to construction delays and the time constraints of the author’s MLA studies, 
the study’s scope was limited to the design and development phases of the Orem 
Intermodal Center.  The author initially intended to evaluate the Orem Intermodal 
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Center’s SITES participation from inception to conclusion, but unfortunately the project 
experienced delays that were incompatible with the timeline of the author’s MLA studies.  
Therefore a decision was made to limit the scope of the study to the design and 
development phases of the Orem Intermodal Center.  
Although the study was nevertheless able to generate a large amount of 
information regarding the Orem Intermodal Center’s participation in the SITES pilot 
program, the overall study was limited by its inability to assess the construction-related 
portions of the SITES Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks 2009. 
 
Implications for Future Research 
 
 
Long-Term Evaluation 
 The current study evaluated the effectiveness of the SITES pilot program during 
the early stages of the Orem Intermodal Center’s overall development.  Therefore the 
data does not address the long-term effectiveness of the SITES program.  Since many of 
the SITES Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks 2009 operate on the premise of 
providing long-term benefits, additional studies should be conducted in order to evaluate 
the long-term efficacy of the practices recommended by SITES.  In particular, SITES 
could benefit from studies that evaluate the long term effectiveness of its soils 
requirements, stormwater management guidelines, and site selection criteria. 
 
Additional Locations 
 As discussed in previous sections of this document (Limitations of Study), the 
data generated in this study is reflective of only one of the SITES pilot program 
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participants.  Since SITES is intended to be applicable across a variety of contexts, they 
could benefit greatly from in-depth research that evaluates the effectiveness of the 
Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks 2009 across a greater variety of project types, 
locations, and scales. 
 
Future Iterations of SITES 
 
 Since its inception in 2006, the SITES has been working to develop a system of 
clear and rigorous criteria for sustainable land development practices.  Although the 
recent release of its Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks 2009 represents significant 
progress towards this goal, SITES will likely be engaged in the continual refinement of 
its program for many years to come.  In the immediate future, SITES will be releasing an 
updated copy of the Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks in 2013.  Additionally, 
SITES has also been exploring the possibility of becoming part of the USGBC’s LEED 
certification system.  Therefore, there will be many opportunities for additional research 
to be done in order to evaluate future iterations of SITES. 
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Appendix A.  SITES Prerequisites and Credits 
71 
	  
	  
 
 
1. Site Selection (21 possible points) 
Prerequisite 1.1: Limit development of soils designated as prime 
farmland, unique farmland, and farmland of statewide importance  
Prerequisite 1.2: Protect floodplain functions  
Prerequisite 1.3: Preserve wetlands  
Prerequisite 1.4: Preserve threatened or endangered species and 
their habitats  
Credit 1.5: Select brownfields or greyfields for redevelopment (5–
10 points)  
Credit 1.6: Select sites within existing communities (6 points)  
Credit 1.7: Select sites that encourage non-motorized 
transportation and use of public transit (5 points)  
 
 
 
2. Pre-Design Assessment and Planning (4 possible points) 
 
Prerequisite 2.1: Conduct a pre-design site assessment and 
explore opportunities for site sustainability  
Prerequisite 2.2: Use an integrated site development process  
Credit 2.3: Engage users and other stakeholders in site design (4 
points)  
 
 
3. Site Design - Water (44 possible points) 
 
Prerequisite 3.1: Reduce potable water use for landscape 
irrigation by 50 percent from established baseline  
Credit 3.2: Reduce potable water use for landscape irrigation by 
75 percent or more from established baseline (2–5 points)  
Credit 3.3: Protect and restore riparian, wetland, and shoreline 
buffers (3–8 points)  
Credit 3.4: Rehabilitate lost streams, wetlands, and shorelines (2–
5 points)  
Credit 3.5: Manage stormwater on site (5–10 points)  
Credit 3.6: Protect and enhance on-site water resources and 
receiving water quality (3–9 points)  
Credit 3.7: Design rainwater/stormwater features to provide a 
landscape amenity (1–3 points)  
Credit 3.8: Maintain water features to conserve water and other 
resources (1–4 points)  
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4. Site Design - Soil and Vegetation (51 possible points) 
 
Prerequisite 4.1: Control and manage known invasive plants 
found on site  
Prerequisite 4.2: Use appropriate, non-invasive plants  
Prerequisite 4.3: Create a soil management plan  
Credit 4.4: Minimize soil disturbance in design and construction 
(6 points)  
Credit 4.5: Preserve all vegetation designated as special status (5 
points) 
Credit 4.6: Preserve or restore appropriate plant biomass on site 
(3–8 points)  
Credit 4.7: Use native plants (1–4 points)  
Credit 4.8: Preserve plant communities native to the ecoregion (2–
6 points)  
Credit 4.9: Restore plant communities native to the ecoregion (1–5 
points)  
Credit 4.10: Use vegetation to minimize building heating 
requirements (2–4 points)  
Credit 4.11: Use vegetation to minimize building cooling 
requirements (2–5 points)  
Credit 4.12: Reduce urban heat island effects (3–5 points)  
Credit 4.13: Reduce the risk of catastrophic wildfire (3 points) 
 
 
5. Site Design - Materials Selection (36 possible points) 
 
Prerequisite 5.1: Eliminate the use of wood from threatened tree 
species  
Credit 5.2: Maintain on-site structures, hardscape, and landscape 
amenities (1–4 points)  
Credit 5.3: Design for deconstruction and disassembly (1–3 
points)  
Credit 5.4: Reuse salvaged materials and plants (2–4 points)  
Credit 5.5: Use recycled content materials (2–4 points)  
Credit 5.6: Use certified wood (1–4 points)  
Credit 5.7: Use regional materials (2–6 points) 
Credit 5.8: Use adhesives, sealants, paints, and coatings with 
reduced VOC emissions (2 points)  
Credit 5.9: Support sustainable practices in plant production (3 
points)  
Credit 5.10: Support sustainable practices in materials 
manufacturing (3–6 points)  
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6. Site Design - Human Health and Well-Being (32 possible points) 
 
Credit 6.1: Promote equitable site development (1–3 points)  
Credit 6.2: Promote equitable site use (1–4 points)  
Credit 6.3: Promote sustainability awareness and education (2–4 
points)  
Credit 6.4: Protect and maintain unique cultural and historical 
places (2–4 points)  
Credit 6.5: Provide for optimum site accessibility, safety, and 
wayfinding (3 points)  
Credit 6.6: Provide opportunities for outdoor physical activity (4–
5 points)  
Credit 6.7: Provide views of vegetation and quiet outdoor spaces 
for mental restoration (3–4 points)  
Credit 6.8: Provide outdoor spaces for social interaction (3 points)  
Credit 6.9: Reduce light pollution (2 points)  
 
 
7. Construction (21 possible points) 
 
Prerequisite 7.1: Control and retain construction pollutants 
Prerequisite 7.2: Restore soils disturbed during construction  
Credit 7.3: Restore soils disturbed by previous development (2–8 
points)  
Credit 7.4: Divert construction and demolition materials from 
disposal (3–5 points)  
Credit 7.5: Reuse or recycle vegetation, rocks, and soil generated 
during construction (3–5 points)  
Credit 7.6: Minimize generation of greenhouse gas emissions and 
exposure to localized air pollutants during construction (1–3 
points)  
 
 
8. Operations and Maintenance (23 possible points) 
 
Prerequisite 8.1: Plan for sustainable site maintenance  
Prerequisite 8.2: Provide for storage and collection of recyclables  
Credit 8.3: Recycle organic matter generated during site 
operations and maintenance (2–6 points)  
Credit 8.4: Reduce outdoor energy consumption for all landscape 
and exterior operations (1–4 points)  
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Credit 8.5: Use renewable sources for landscape electricity needs 
(2–3 points)  
Credit 8.6: Minimize exposure to environmental tobacco smoke 
(1–2 points)  
Credit 8.7: Minimize generation of greenhouse gases and 
exposure to localized air pollutants during landscape maintenance 
activities (1–4 points)  
Credit 8.8: Reduce emissions and promote the use of fuel-efficient 
vehicles (4 points)  
 
 
9. Monitoring and Innovation (18 possible points) 
 
Credit 9.1: Monitor performance of sustainable design practices 
(10 points)  
Credit 9.2: Innovation in site design (8 points) 
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Appendix C.  Brook Oswald’s Responses to Question List for 
 SITES Participant Interview 
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Background 
	  
-­‐What	  was	  your	  initial	  impression	  of	  SITES	  in	  comparison	  to	  other	  sustainability-­‐related	  programs	  
(LEED,	  ISI,	  etc.)?	  	  	  
	  
My	  initial	  impression	  of	  SITES	  was	  that	  it	  very	  detailed	  in	  the	  way	  it	  approached	  credits.	  	  
Because	  it	  was	  the	  pilot	  program	  I	  realized	  that	  there	  would	  be	  errors	  and	  potential	  difficulties.	  
	  
-­‐What	  was	  your	  initial	  understanding	  of	  the	  demands	  that	  SITES	  would	  place	  on	  the	  Orem	  
Intermodal	  project	  (time,	  resources,	  costs	  vs	  benefits,	  etc.)?	  	  	  
	  
	  I	  felt	  that	  the	  SITES	  was	  more	  suitable	  to	  the	  Orem	  Intermodal	  	  but	  that	  it	  would	  require	  more	  
effort	  time	  and	  costs	  to	  the	  client.	  	  Grants	  and	  additional	  funding	  would	  be	  the	  benefit	  as	  well	  
as	  introducing	  more	  sustainable	  methods	  of	  construction	  to	  UTA.	  
	  
Performance	  
	  
-­‐How	  well	  do	  you	  feel	  that	  SITES	  achieved	  its	  stated	  goal	  of	  establishing	  ”clear	  and	  rigorous	  
criteria	  for	  sustainable	  landscape	  design,	  construction	  and	  maintenance”?	  	  	  
	  
The	  criteria	  is	  rigorous,	  but	  I	  felt	  not	  always	  clear.	  	  I	  felt	  there	  was	  sometimes	  a	  disconnect	  
between	  the	  stated	  goal	  and	  the	  metrics	  to	  achieve	  that	  goal.	  	  The	  option	  of	  applying	  for	  the	  
credit	  through	  an	  alternative	  user	  defined	  metric	  works	  at	  the	  pilot	  level	  and	  the	  alternate	  
methods	  should	  be	  considered/	  implemented	  into	  the	  final	  process.	  	  	  
	  
-­‐How	  well	  did	  SITES	  fit	  into	  your	  standard	  project	  development	  workflow	  (ie:	  what	  if	  any	  
adjustments	  did	  it	  require)?	  	  
	  
	  I	  believe	  new	  methods	  are	  always	  difficult	  to	  implement	  within	  an	  established	  static	  work	  
process.	  The	  established	  nature	  of	  engineering	  at	  Psomas/UTA	  is	  often	  linear	  at	  the	  rating	  
system	  often	  took	  second	  seat	  in	  regards	  to	  the	  project.	  	  	  
	  
-­‐How	  did	  SITES	  compare	  to	  your	  initial	  expectations	  in	  terms	  of	  increasing	  the	  sustainability	  of	  the	  
Orem	  Intermodal	  Center?	  	  	  
	  
Sites	  gave	  the	  client	  a	  goal	  to	  achieve	  and	  helped	  to	  implement	  sustainable	  concepts	  through	  
the	  incentive	  of	  funding.	  I	  would	  like	  to	  have	  seen	  UTA	  take	  a	  more	  aggressive	  role	  promoting	  
an	  overall	  sustainable	  model	  for	  the	  agency.	  I	  felt	  the	  system	  as	  tacked	  on	  rather	  than	  being	  a	  
supporting	  element	  of	  a	  larger	  mission.	  
	  
-­‐What	  areas	  of	  the	  SITES	  Guidelines	  and	  Performance	  Benchmarks	  2009	  do	  you	  think	  were	  
especially	  effective	  in	  contributing	  to	  the	  sustainability	  of	  the	  Orem	  Intermodal	  Center?	  	  
	  
Stormwater,	  soils	  and	  native	  plants/water	  conservation	  
	  
-­‐What	  areas	  of	  the	  SITES	  Guidelines	  and	  Performance	  Benchmarks	  2009	  presented	  difficulty?	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Local	  code	  does	  not	  always	  agree	  with	  methods	  of	  implementation.	  	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
-­‐Despite	  this	  difficulty,	  do	  you	  believe	  that	  these	  areas	  made	  worthwhile	  contributions	  to	  the	  
sustainability	  	  	  of	  the	  Orem	  Intermodal	  Center?	  	  
	  
	  Yes,	  there	  were	  engineering	  solutions	  implemented	  that	  would	  not	  have	  happened	  otherwise	  
and	  Orem	  Intermodal	  Center	  will	  be	  a	  good	  test	  model	  for	  the	  future	  projects.	  
	  
-­‐How	  would	  you	  evaluate	  the	  SITES	  Guidelines	  and	  Performance	  Benchmarks	  in	  terms	  of	  
costs/benefits	  for	  the	  Orem	  Intermodal	  project?	  	  
	  
	  I	  think	  time	  will	  tell.	  	  SITES,	  in	  theory	  is	  a	  long	  term	  process	  of	  payback.	  
	  
Suggestions	  
	  
-­‐What	  areas	  of	  the	  SITES	  Guidelines	  and	  Performance	  Benchmarks	  2009	  do	  you	  think	  should	  be	  
revised	  to	  improve	  effectiveness/decrease	  difficulty?	  	  	  
	  
Simplify	  calculations	  and	  provide	  calculators/	  spreadsheet	  to	  complete	  the	  work.	  
	  
-­‐Are	  there	  any	  areas	  that	  SITES	  does	  not	  currently	  address,	  but	  should	  consider	  adding?	  	  
	  
Understanding	  the	  multi	  discipline	  nature	  of	  projects	  and	  methods	  to	  incorporate	  into	  office	  
workflows	  to	  help	  guide	  implementation.	  It	  needs	  to	  be	  more	  than	  just	  a	  rating	  system.	  
	  
Future	  
	  
-­‐Do	  you	  think	  that	  SITES	  provides	  an	  effective	  complement	  or	  alternative	  to	  other	  sustainability-­‐
related	  programs?	  	  
	  
It	  is	  more	  applicable	  to	  site	  work	  than	  LEED	  .	  	  I	  personally	  think	  that	  the	  industry	  does	  not	  need	  
another	  rating	  system.	  	  Local	  level	  ordinance	  is	  a	  more	  effective	  tool	  (can	  be	  enforced).	  	  Carrot	  
versus	  a	  whip	  I	  guess,	  As	  funding	  declines	  	  I	  fear	  that	  so	  will	  the	  fever	  for	  sustainibilty.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
	  
-­‐Under	  what	  circumstances	  would	  you	  be	  inclined	  to	  seek	  SITES	  certification	  for	  future	  projects?	  	  
	  
With	  the	  Clients	  backing	  and	  support.	  
	  
-­‐If	  SITES	  develops	  a	  program	  of	  certification	  for	  professionals	  as	  well	  as	  projects,	  will	  you	  seek	  
such	  certification?	  	  
	  
I	  think	  it	  would	  be	  worth	  it	  to	  seek	  certification	  on	  the	  existing	  site,	  but	  would	  hesitate	  to	  seek	  
SITES	  certification	  in	  the	  future.	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Appendix D.  Jeff Dzikowski’s Responses to Question List for 
 SITES Participant Interview	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Background 
	  
-­‐What	  was	  your	  initial	  impression	  of	  SITES	  in	  comparison	  to	  other	  sustainability-­‐related	  programs	  
(LEED,	  ISI,	  etc.)?	  
	  
SITES	  seemed	  to	  be	  an	  appealing	  alternative	  or	  complement	  to	  LEED	  due	  to	  its	  focus	  on	  
landscape/landscape	  architecture,	  as	  opposed	  to	  buildings/architecture.	  	  The	  fact	  that	  it	  was	  
developed	  in	  part	  by	  ASLA	  provided	  even	  more	  interest.	  
	  
-­‐-­‐What	  was	  your	  initial	  understanding	  of	  the	  demands	  that	  SITES	  would	  place	  on	  the	  Orem	  
Intermodal	  project	  (time,	  resources,	  costs	  vs	  benefits,	  etc.)?	  
	  
When	  I	  was	  brought	  on	  to	  the	  Orem	  Intermodal	  Center	  project,	  the	  SITES	  application	  process	  
was	  scoped	  for	  about	  200	  hours	  total	  time.	  	  Since	  a	  lot	  of	  this	  work	  was	  to	  be	  completed	  at	  an	  
internship-­‐level	  pay	  rate,	  it	  was	  not	  expected	  to	  place	  a	  significant	  cost	  burden	  on	  the	  project.	  	  
In	  terms	  of	  benefits,	  it	  was	  expected	  that	  SITES	  certification	  would	  be	  a	  win-­‐win-­‐win.	  	  By	  that	  I	  
mean	  that	  it	  was	  expected	  to	  be	  advantageous	  from	  an	  economic,	  environmental	  and	  social	  
standpoint.	  	  It	  was	  also	  expected	  that	  participation	  in	  the	  pilot	  program	  would	  generate	  some	  
good	  publicity	  for	  UTA,	  Psomas,	  and	  sustainable	  practices	  in	  general.	  	  
	  
Performance	  
	  
-­‐How	  well	  do	  you	  feel	  that	  SITES	  achieved	  its	  stated	  goal	  of	  establishing	  ”clear	  and	  rigorous	  
criteria	  for	  sustainable	  landscape	  design,	  construction	  and	  maintenance”?	  
	  
I	  think	  it	  was	  evident	  that	  SITES	  put	  a	  great	  deal	  of	  time	  and	  effort	  into	  the	  development	  of	  
their	  criteria.	  	  They	  definitely	  achieved	  a	  level	  of	  rigor	  that	  I	  had	  not	  seen	  elsewhere	  for	  land	  
development	  practices.	  	  And	  for	  the	  most	  part,	  the	  criteria	  were	  clear,	  with	  a	  good	  system	  of	  
references.	  	  	  
However,	  there	  were	  some	  areas	  that	  I	  found	  difficult	  to	  deal	  with,	  especially	  soils.	  	  Perhaps	  it	  
was	  due	  to	  a	  lack	  of	  familiarity	  with	  esoteric	  topsoil	  criteria,	  such	  as	  potentially	  mineralizable	  
nitrogen.	  	  And	  I	  do	  not	  believe	  that	  I	  was	  the	  only	  person	  who	  shared	  this	  sentiment,	  since	  
most	  of	  our	  staff	  had	  never	  dealt	  with	  these	  considerations	  before.	  	  Despite	  this,	  I	  commend	  
SITES	  for	  endeavoring	  to	  improve	  the	  treatment	  of	  topsoil,	  since	  it	  is	  a	  grossly	  under-­‐
represented	  aspect	  of	  the	  site	  development	  process.	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
-­‐How	  well	  did	  SITES	  fit	  into	  your	  standard	  project	  development	  workflow	  (ie:	  what	  if	  any	  
adjustments	  did	  it	  require)?	  
	  
Since	  the	  Orem	  Intermodal	  Center	  project	  was	  my	  first	  experience	  working	  with	  Psomas	  and	  
UTA,	  I	  cannot	  speak	  with	  certainty	  regarding	  how	  SITES	  fit	  within	  the	  typical	  project	  workflow.	  	  
However,	  from	  my	  vantage	  point,	  it	  seemed	  to	  require	  the	  addition	  of	  SITES-­‐specific	  meetings,	  
budgets,	  resources,	  etc.	  At	  other	  times,	  it	  was	  probably	  not	  incorporated	  as	  well	  as	  it	  might	  be	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in	  the	  future.	  	  In	  particular,	  it	  would	  likely	  be	  easier	  to	  complete	  a	  SITES	  application	  if	  
additional	  consultants	  were	  hired	  to	  address	  areas	  in	  which	  our	  team	  was	  not	  especially	  well-­‐
versed,	  such	  as	  soils,	  vegetation,	  fire-­‐wise	  guidelines,	  and	  site	  maintenance/operations.	  
	  In	  essence,	  I	  think	  that	  SITES	  required	  a	  significant	  amount	  of	  additional	  effort	  on	  the	  part	  of	  
designers,	  project	  managers,	  consultants,	  etc.	  However	  in	  the	  future	  it	  could	  be	  incorporated	  
into	  the	  office	  workflow	  in	  a	  manner	  that	  allowed	  for	  it	  to	  be	  included	  in	  the	  SOP.	  	  
	  
-­‐How	  did	  SITES	  compare	  to	  your	  initial	  expectations	  in	  terms	  of	  increasing	  the	  sustainability	  of	  the	  
Orem	  Intermodal	  Center?	  	  
	  
I	  do	  think	  it	  produced	  the	  results	  that	  I	  would	  have	  expected	  for	  our	  site,	  although	  it	  might	  not	  
necessarily	  be	  evident	  at	  first	  glance	  to	  the	  untrained	  eye.	  	  After	  all,	  the	  site	  is	  a	  parking	  lot	  and	  
transit	  station,	  and	  not	  some	  lush	  example	  of	  a	  prototypical	  ‘green’	  design.	  
	  
-­‐What	  areas	  of	  the	  SITES	  Guidelines	  and	  Performance	  Benchmarks	  2009	  do	  you	  think	  were	  
especially	  effective	  in	  contributing	  to	  the	  sustainability	  of	  the	  Orem	  Intermodal	  Center?	  
	  
SITES	  provided	  the	  impetus	  for	  us	  to	  reduce	  the	  overall	  paving	  footprint,	  make	  use	  of	  water-­‐
wise	  vegetation,	  find	  recycled	  content	  materials,	  reduce	  the	  use	  of	  VOC-­‐emitting	  paints	  and	  
stains,	  restore	  soils	  in	  landscaped	  areas,	  and	  set	  up	  a	  long	  term	  sustainable-­‐maintenance	  plan.	  	  
These	  things	  would	  not	  have	  been	  nearly	  as	  likely	  without	  the	  standards	  set	  forth	  in	  the	  SITES	  
guidelines.	  
	  
-­‐What	  areas	  of	  the	  SITES	  Guidelines	  and	  Performance	  Benchmarks	  2009	  presented	  difficulty?	  	  
	  
Soils,	  wetlands,	  and	  operations	  and	  maintenance.	  	  	  
The	  soil	  requirements	  were	  unfamiliar	  territory	  for	  our	  personnel	  and	  consultants.	  	  	  
The	  wetlands	  ‘do	  or	  die’	  requirement	  was	  pretty	  burdensome,	  especially	  since	  the	  EA	  report	  
for	  our	  site	  uncovered	  a	  very	  small,	  isolated	  damp	  spot	  that	  was	  clearly	  not	  of	  any	  tremendous	  
value.	  	  Especially	  considering	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  wetland	  mitigation	  that	  would	  have	  taken	  place	  
to	  compensate	  for	  disruption	  of	  that	  area	  would	  have	  produced	  a	  much	  higher	  quality	  
wetland.	  	  
The	  O	  &	  M	  requirements	  were	  uncharted	  territory	  for	  our	  personnel,	  and	  perhaps	  more	  
importantly,	  for	  the	  O	  &	  M	  personnel	  of	  our	  clients	  (UTA).	  	  It	  appeared	  to	  me	  that	  there	  was	  
going	  to	  be	  a	  great	  deal	  of	  difficulty	  getting	  the	  typical	  O	  &	  M	  personnel	  to	  understand	  and	  
abide	  by	  the	  extensive	  SITES	  maintenance	  plan.	  	  
	  
-­‐Despite	  this	  difficulty,	  do	  you	  believe	  that	  these	  areas	  made	  worthwhile	  contributions	  to	  the	  
sustainability	  of	  the	  Orem	  Intermodal	  Center?	  
	  
In	  the	  case	  of	  wetlands,	  no.	  
For	  soils	  and	  O	  &	  M,	  it	  is	  probably	  too	  early	  to	  tell.	  	  It	  will	  take	  some	  post-­‐occupancy	  evaluation	  
to	  determine	  if	  the	  efforts	  on	  those	  fronts	  were	  worthwhile.	  
	  
-­‐How	  would	  you	  evaluate	  the	  SITES	  Guidelines	  and	  Performance	  Benchmarks	  in	  terms	  of	  
costs/benefits	  for	  the	  Orem	  Intermodal	  project?	  
	  
I	  think	  that	  for	  this	  project	  it	  was	  of	  great	  benefit	  when	  compared	  with	  the	  costs.	  	  However,	  it	  
must	  be	  mentioned	  that	  a	  large	  part	  of	  the	  favorable	  cost/benefit	  analysis	  was	  due	  to	  the	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additional	  funding	  (federal	  grants)	  that	  was	  provided	  to	  this	  project	  due	  to	  its	  participation	  in	  a	  
sustainability	  certification	  program.	  	  	  
In	  the	  current	  economic	  climate,	  it	  would	  have	  been	  very	  difficult	  to	  sell	  the	  idea	  of	  pursuing	  
SITES	  certification	  in	  the	  absence	  of	  subsidy	  (federal	  grants,	  etc.)	  
And	  there	  is	  no	  doubt	  that	  SITES	  requires	  no	  small	  amount	  of	  additional	  time	  and	  effort.	  	  Our	  
initial	  scoping	  was	  pretty	  far	  off	  target.	  	  In	  the	  future	  we	  would	  need	  to	  do	  a	  better	  job	  of	  
budgeting	  time	  and	  resources	  in	  order	  to	  properly	  reflect	  the	  demands	  of	  a	  SITES	  application.	  
However,	  with	  time	  I	  also	  believe	  that	  we	  would	  become	  more	  expedient	  in	  completing	  the	  
SITES	  requirements,	  and	  therefore	  would	  improve	  the	  return	  on	  investment	  for	  SITES	  
participation.	  
	  
Suggestions	  
	  
-­‐What	  areas	  of	  the	  SITES	  Guidelines	  and	  Performance	  Benchmarks	  2009	  do	  you	  think	  should	  be	  
revised	  to	  improve	  effectiveness/decrease	  difficulty?	  	  
	  
The	  wetlands	  prerequisite	  should	  be	  adjusted	  to	  account	  for	  sites	  with	  small,	  isolated,	  
marginal	  wetland	  areas.	  
The	  soils	  requirements	  could	  be	  revised	  to	  be	  more	  easily	  understood.	  	  I	  think	  that	  a	  soils	  
worksheet	  would	  improve	  the	  situation,	  by	  providing	  a	  document	  that	  could	  be	  used	  by	  all	  
personnel	  involved	  in	  a	  SITES	  project	  ,	  from	  office	  personnel	  to	  construction	  contractors.	  
SITES	  should	  provide	  a	  set	  of	  construction	  specifications.	  	  This	  would	  help	  participants	  ensure	  
that	  the	  SITES	  requirements	  are	  provided	  to	  contractors	  in	  a	  legible	  and	  binding	  document.	  
Keep	  working	  on	  cost/benefit	  metrics!	  	  We	  must	  be	  able	  to	  demonstrate	  cost	  effectiveness	  in	  
terms	  that	  our	  investors/clients/	  financiers	  can	  understand.	  	  	  
	  
-­‐Are	  there	  any	  areas	  that	  SITES	  does	  not	  currently	  address,	  but	  should	  consider	  adding?	  
	  
In	  would	  be	  good	  to	  see	  SITES	  include	  some	  credits	  for	  usage	  of	  local,	  genetically-­‐adapted	  plant	  
materials.	  
	  
Future	  
	  
-­‐Do	  you	  think	  that	  SITES	  provides	  an	  effective	  complement	  or	  alternative	  to	  other	  sustainability-­‐
related	  programs?	  	  	  	  
	  
	  I	  believe	  that	  it	  offers	  a	  good	  alternative	  and/or	  complement	  to	  LEED.	  	  I	  think	  its	  incorporation	  
into	  LEED	  could	  be	  beneficial,	  it	  should	  be	  wary	  of	  growing	  discontent	  regarding	  LEED’s	  
increasingly	  burdensome	  cost	  structure	  (fees,	  CEUs,	  expensive	  “point-­‐buying”	  technologies).	  
I	  think	  that	  it	  is	  unfortunate	  that	  SITES	  seems	  to	  be	  hitting	  the	  market	  during	  an	  economic	  
downturn.	  	  Unlike	  LEED,	  which	  gained	  tremendous	  momentum	  during	  the	  real	  estate	  boom,	  
SITES	  will	  face	  an	  extremely	  cost-­‐sensitive	  market.	  	  If	  SITES	  can	  gain	  some	  degree	  of	  foothold	  
during	  the	  next	  few	  years,	  it	  will	  hopefully	  be	  well-­‐positioned	  to	  gain	  wider	  acceptance	  as	  the	  
market	  improves.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
	  
-­‐Under	  what	  circumstances	  would	  you	  be	  inclined	  to	  seek	  SITES	  certification	  for	  future	  projects?	  
	  
At	  the	  moment	  I	  would	  only	  be	  inclined	  to	  pursue	  SITES	  certification	  for	  a	  project	  if	  a	  client	  was	  
especially	  motivated	  (not	  cost	  averse),	  a	  site	  was	  especially	  suitable	  (easy	  path	  to	  SITES	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compliance),	  or	  if	  additional	  funding	  was	  available	  due	  to	  SITES	  participation	  (grants,	  etc.).	  	  The	  
market	  is	  simply	  too	  fragile	  to	  justify	  any	  additional	  costs	  at	  this	  moment.	  
	  
-­‐If	  SITES	  develops	  a	  program	  of	  certification	  for	  professionals	  as	  well	  as	  projects,	  will	  you	  seek	  
such	  certification?	  	  
	  
I	  certainly	  would	  be	  interested	  in	  getting	  certified	  if	  the	  costs	  were	  not	  overly	  burdensome,	  
and	  there	  was	  an	  assurance	  that	  my	  certification	  would	  be	  lasting.	  	  This	  is	  not	  to	  say	  that	  I	  
would	  be	  opposed	  to	  CEU’s,	  but	  rather	  that	  I	  would	  not	  be	  interested	  in	  having	  to	  re-­‐test/re-­‐
certify	  on	  a	  regular	  basis.	  
	  Unfortunately	  LEED’s	  apparent	  ‘bait-­‐and-­‐switch’	  has	  left	  me	  leery	  of	  seeking	  certifications	  that	  
are	  subject	  to	  change.	  	  Justifiably	  or	  not,	  LEED’s	  recent	  revision	  of	  its	  professional	  credential	  
system	  has	  created	  the	  appearance	  that	  it	  is	  capricious	  and	  profit-­‐seeking.	  	  SITES	  would	  be	  
well-­‐advised	  to	  take	  cues	  from	  this	  perception	  of	  LEED,	  and	  try	  to	  avoid	  making	  any	  of	  the	  
same	  mistakes.	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Transcript Details 
 
Location: Conference Room, Psomas Engineering, Salt Lake City 
Participants:  Key Members of Orem Intermodal Center Design/Development 
Team 
Date and Time: February 23rd, 2012; 11:30am-12:35pm (65min) 
 
 
 
Transcript Key: 
 
Jeff Dzikowski (interviewer): JD 
Travis Perry: TP 
Gerry Tully: GT 
Janelle Erickson: JE 
Jon Gilchrist: JG 
Von Larsen: VL 
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JD: Well thanks again everybody for helping out with this.  One thing I 
wanted to start with was just getting a little bit of feedback, again, of what the 
initial reasoning was for deciding to pursue SITES certification.   Just to cover 
that a little bit before we get started. Now, what was that reason? 
 
JE: Money, grant money. Money. 
JD: Yeah. 
GT: I don’t think I’ve ever heard a more altruistic answer [jokingly]. 
JE: UTA has general sustainable stuff that we try to do.  We try to be, we have a 
set of standards. 
TP: But we did talk about LEED specifically after, when we were in the proposal 
stage, and after we won the project, we talked about LEED and specifically said no. 
When we found out about Sustainable Sites and brought it up to UTA, then I think 
the decision was made that there was possibly some funding out there that could be 
contingent on this being sustainable, and so that was what kind of drove it. 
JE: I think the true reason would be, it started to become the standard in our 
culture. 
TP: But yeah, I agree with that.   UTA in general was headed down that direction.  
They want to be sustainable as possible. 
JE: We have a whole sustainable brochure of stuff we try to do. 
TP: They wanted to do that in a fiscally prudent way, but they wanted to do that 
wherever was possible. 
 
JD: So you mentioned LEED.  What was your initial impression of SITES 
versus LEED and why did you choose SITES over LEED? 
 
JE: I thought LEED was for buildings. 
TP: I think that’s part of, the other part of it is, SITES seemed like, it felt like it was 
a lot more applicable to us, but it also seemed like it was something that Psomas 
was interested in pursuing because it’s what we do a lot of.  We don’t do buildings. 
We let the architects do the buildings. We may have some comment on a building, 
but we don’t do a lot of that.  It seemed liked for Psomas it was really good fit with 
SITES and so we started shopping it to clients saying hey we’ve got this new 
program we’re excited about. We think it’s a good fit for some of the things we’re 
doing with you. 
GT: It was a better way to get the recognition of the effort being done on a site 
development level.  It’d be very hard under LEED to get the points necessary to get 
certified. 
TP: There are some things now with LEED ND [Neighborhood Design] that kind 
of fit more of what we do generally, but doesn’t fit as well as this SITES thing. 
 
JD: So what was your initial understanding as far as SITES goes of the 
additional demands it would place on the project?  Cost, time, cost vs benefits, 
resources, etc., what did you think it would require going for SITES? 
 
JE: I think what we thought is it would probably cost more initially but save more 
over time. As far as maintenance goes, and then as well as hoping that such a, it 
might reduce the impact of the local infrastructure, by you know, implementing 
some of these practices. 
TP: I think the direction we got from the UTA, and Janelle can tell me if I’m 
wrong, but it seemed like it was, do as much as we can that makes long-term sense, 
but don’t go over the top, and we get that a lot from clients on LEED.  We want to 
be LEED certified but we don’t want to make a project that doesn’t pay as well in 
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the end. They have to be fiscally responsible with taxpayer money and so they 
wanted to look at stuff that made sense in the long term to be sustainable, made 
economic sense, and you know and maybe weigh that also with sustainable in value 
of it but not overly value the sustainable portion I guess is that true? 
JD: You wanted to get a return on it even if it’s longer term. 
TP: And then though we could do that. We didn’t want to add a lot of cost to the 
project. I think they were ok with, like obviously it was going to add cost, just the 
fact that we were going to go through the certification process, and I think you 
[UTA] were okay with that because that again was reflected in possibly helping get 
some funding, but they didn’t want to do things that would be over the top.  Like 
we initially looked at doing LED lights, and we knew that cost was really big. 
Turns out we could do it now thanks to an error in the bidding process, same price. 
 
JD: Did SITES fit in pretty well with the standard project workflow like in 
your typical process?  Or did it demand additional things that presented 
difficulties or added costs, things like that? 
 
JG: It seems like it is just bookkeeping more. They had to keep really close tabs of 
where the dirt’s going, where the debris is going. 
TP: Well the contractor, it created obviously some initial work for us, getting set 
up, and we added you [Jeff Dzikowski] as a result and so that definitely added 
some cost and some time. 
JE: I think we had to have a little bit more reviews with the maintenance people to 
make sure they were okay with a lot of the things we’re proposing.  
GT: But I think that was good for the process overall of getting that maintenance 
perspective at the front-end design. And you know I think the way we answered it 
was an understanding that as the client you wanted to do the right thing, you 
wanted to do the best job possible, but we were not here to buy points.  I think UTA 
will spend a little bit of money to maybe document the good things we’re doing. 
But we’re not here to say, ‘Oh buy three panels so we can get a point there.’ 
JE: Right. 
GT: It wasn’t just to buy certification. 
TP: I think that’s a good way to put it. .... 
JG: I think it’s also good validation that what you do, cause it doesn’t seem like 
there’s anything here, and I came to the project late in the game, but it doesn’t seem 
like there is anything here that is really that new to what UTA does, so it’s good 
validation that what UTA is doing is consistent with sustainability and Sustainable 
Sites. 
 
JD: So it’s pretty close to your existing standards, more or less? 
 
TP: No, we brought in some new philosophies on you know, low flow, a lot on the 
landscape end and irrigation and we brought in a lot of things that UTA wasn’t 
doing initially that we kind of encouraged them to do. 
JE: But we were already doing the irrigation. 
GT: UTAs projects were evolving there. I think more or less, everyone was on the 
right track, but this might have made it a more conscious effort.   
JE: Right 
GT: Rather than, oh yeah we did that. That was a good idea 
TP: And I would add to that, though it’s kind of the low end. Where we’re looking, 
we’re looking at barely certifying under SITES, so they’re not overreaching, and I 
think that’s probably a good thing.  That’s where they want to be right now. They 
want the public entities to figure out those costs and help bring those costs down, 
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you know, the new ideas, they’ll kind of follow on the dove tails and as much as 
they can that’s fiscally responsible. 
 
JD: In the SITES Guidelines and Performance Benchmarks, their standards 
that they created, they say they aim to create clear and rigorous criteria for 
sustainable landscape design construction and maintenance. Do you feel they 
achieved that? 
 
GT: Rigorous yes, clear, no. [emphatically]   
TP: Clear and in some cases maybe not. 
GT: There were a lot of questions...what do you think this means?  We recognize 
it’s a pilot project. 
TP: That’s kind of the point. 
GT: The point is kind of the shake down cruise to see where they need to make it 
better.   
JG: An example would be the drainage process for determining the impact of 
runoff, it was, in my opinion, it was the process that’s outlined in their handbook is 
poor, really poor. [emphatically] 
TP: The other, I had a thought and I just lost it. 
GT: Their soils. 
TP: It was their wetland. It was their example where we got points or we could get 
points for, for avoiding wetlands onsite but we didn’t get those same points for 
picking a site that didn’t have the wetlands in the first place. 
GT: And I’ve had that discussion with them at SITES, of well if we did the right 
thing and chose the site than didn’t have wetlands, don’t we get the credit for 
avoiding wetlands, inherently?  And they didn’t really, they understood the logic, 
and they understood that the way they were scoring it, no you don’t, but that may 
be something coming out of the pilot project where you do get that point.  Because 
what was happening is by picking the right site, it’s harder to get the points you 
need to get certified. 
JE: Well that was sort of the weird thing too was that, we came in to SITES, it had 
to be done within a certain amount of time, but a lot of the upfront criteria was site 
selection, but we already had a site selected.  So, but then there was no possible 
way you could have started a project with a blank slate, not knowing where it was 
going to go, and got it through to construction in the time frame that they gave you 
for the Sustainable Sites pilot program. 
JD: Right, they seemed to place a lot of emphasis on the site selection aspect and 
Gerry saying, you probably don’t necessarily get as good a return as you could. 
GT: I think for a lot of these projects it would be rare if someone said, let’s do a 
sustainable site and build a project, and we don’t know where it’s going to be but 
let’s go pick something. 
TP: Basically we got our site because we had to be near the railroad, so we don’t 
have a lot of luxury. You know, where are we going to do this, we’re pretty well-
defined. 
GT: And by the time you already have a project, you’ve already been through an 
EIS process and you know, funds in, you’ve got funding, so it’s a little different 
process for this. If I were a home builder and I know I’m going to go build 10 
homes, gee, let me go pick a site that’s least impacting, I’m not even sure they 
would do that.  They’d be like, where’s the worst land available and where’s my 
market. 
TP: And how much is it going to be 
TP: That being said, I think it’s fair that there are points for avoiding wetlands, 
they just need to make sure that gets incorporated somehow. Our site doesn’t have 
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the stuff so we should be rewarded for that, or it does have, but we’re going to get 
rewarded for avoiding it. 
GT: They did ask me on a phone call with the SITES group, you know, what’s 
your opinion of the soils components? And I said, you know it appears that it was 
written by a bunch of academics that never stepped outside a lecture hall except to 
go to the soil lab. And they laughed and said, ‘Oh, so that came across that 
clearly?’ Because that’s really what happened with them.  That section was really 
hijacked by a bunch of academics. [emphatic] 
JD: And soils seemed like one of those areas, I know when I was working as an 
intern on it, where geotechs [geotechnical experts] certainly have their standards for 
how they look at soils but a lot of what SITES has were things that people weren’t 
necessarily as familiar with. I know I spent a lot of time trying to figure out what 
they wanted out of topsoil analysis.  So that certainly was different, but on the other 
hand, you have to commend them for trying to start looking at something that 
hasn’t been looked at previously, and hasn’t been part of the standard work flow.  
 
JD: Were there any other areas that presented difficulty that you guys can 
think of? Anything else that was problematic? 
 
GT: Not necessarily on this project, but just from other sites that I looked at, I think 
they’re going to have a hard time with more rural areas. I think if we were pushing 
the rail down to Santaquin and looking at a site there for certification, it’d be even 
tougher.  You say you’ve got to be next to the rail, but you lose so many points the 
further out you get, and yet why shouldn’t that site be as sustainable as something 
else. 
TP: Should be. 
TP: We were just talking about .....since material has to travel. 
GT: Well it’s the walkability, it’s the interrelationships, it’s that site selection. 
Whereas the reason you would push it down to Santaquin would be to extend 
service and get cars off the road and air quality improvements, and yet your site 
could be as green as possible in terms of sustainability but you’re out in a 
greenfield because you’re at the end of the line and you’re not going to get as many 
points as if you were doing something at 9th South. 
 
JD: So you think it’s weighted more heavily towards infill projects? 
 
GT: Definitely weighted towards urban infill. 
TP: Which seems to be understandable, again, kind of, that would be inherently 
more sustainable than a project out in the middle of nowhere. 
GT: But why shouldn’t a project, you know basically the rail line extends that 
urban connectivity and it should be able to... 
TP: It kinds of more a specific situation in general. 
GT: Yeah, we came across in Moab, we’re building that transit hub and park. 
We’re going for SITES. It's outside of town but it’s at the confluence of the traffic 
flows, and the reason they put us in the pilot program was to see if we could do it.  
And every time we started to drop out they’d call us and say ‘ No, we really want 
you guys in.’ 
TP: I guess the other thing that is just inherent because its new, the fact that the 
landscaping requirements from the nurseries.  It was really difficult to find a 
nursery that even knew what we were talking about let alone could provide the 
information we needed. 
GT: For LEED people familiar enough that the growers are documenting and 
sourcing for that but you talk to some of the growers, it’s at best you get the 
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answer, ‘yeah I think I can do that.’ 
JD: I know it was harder.  It was easier to find materials suppliers, and LEED had 
kind of paved the way for that, whereas with, you know, vegetation materials, it 
was much harder. I can really only recall one who thought that he could deal with 
that. 
TP: I’ll be interested to see how the contractor deals with it. He hasn’t said 
anything yet.  
They’ll have to deal with that. We may want to discuss that in our next meeting just 
to make sure he’s passing that word along. 
GT: You know, one thing to mention is when you talk about ‘Was it extra work or 
extra costs?’, we had to do an addendum on the specs. We had the standard specs 
we use, but now we had to highlight certain areas and the easiest way to do it was 
an addendum that you hope they read when they were vetting. 
TP: I had to call someone at the front and tell them they better....  
GT: I mean, let’s face it, we’re lucky if they even have a set of plans on site. 
[jokingly] 
JD: I know that in my correspondence with SITES that’s one thing they talked 
about was trying to add specs in the future, but they’re not available yet because 
having to go back and rewrite a whole set of specifications is pretty daunting.  It 
starts to add quite a lot of time costs, etc. for the project. 
TP: Well if they could do it instead of 150 pilot projects do it, it seems like that’s a 
little more... 
JD: Right. 
GT: Well for us we had to identify the areas we thought we had needed coverage.  
We went in to the original spec and read it, and we had to write and addendum to 
that section that really didn’t undermine the intent of the original, but added on a 
little bit of extra recordkeeping and sourcing. 
JG: And that’s kind of the hard part is making sure you don’t have conflicts 
between specs. 
TP: We had to know very clearly up front which points we were going to go after 
at that point too because once we put that there we couldn’t go back to the 
contractor and go ‘whoops by the way’ and so it would be nicer to have a little 
more direction on, is it realistic that you give these point cause it seems like on 
SITES, it’s all kind of, yeah, they’ll  kind of review it as we go along, but it’s the 
final, last review where they say, ‘Oh you get 99 points instead of 100, sorry.’ And 
we could’ve maybe got that point, but it would have to be way back when we were 
bidding the project. 
GT: You know an organization like UTA is not going to allow different specs on 
different projects out there.  There has to be some standardization just so that your 
network, your system has to all fit together. 
JG: We’re trying... 
GT: I just had this conversation up at the University. We’re doing a study on ADA 
[Americans with Disabilities Act], and we’re having trouble classifying doors for 
ADA compliance so I finally had to show the steering committee enough photos to 
beat them over the head of, ‘You haven’t built any doors up here that look like any 
other doors up here.’ And that’s the network you’re talking about. It’s hard and yet 
it had to be done. 
JG: It does. I mean and they’ve been working on it, it’s just taking some time. 
TP: If you get anything built then it’ll be done. 
GT: So on top of that you’ve got one station going for SITES out of a whole 
network. It can’t be built to totally different specs. 
JG: Right. 
TP: The other one I noticed that made it a little bit difficult to get was the paint on 
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the bus shelters. They were we’d specked a low VOC [Volatile Organic 
Compounds] and we’re not sure it exists. They were looking for that so we’ll see 
what comes out of it. 
VL: So right now, for my edification, the SITES program is just a pilot, but is it, do 
you think that the government, when they give out these loans, grants to the various 
agencies, they’re going to force them to do SITES, do you think that’ll happen? 
JE: I think they’re starting to start pushing that. 
VL: I don’t want to say force. 
GT: I can tell you that in Moab, Moab got a grant based on the fact that they were 
designing to SITES. 
JE: I think that was a big part of the livability there and part of the.......grant there. 
TP: So do you think it paid off. 
JE: I think it did. 
GT: I think you’re seeing money come in, saying you’re trying, but ok, it might not 
be perfect. 
TP: I’m glad to hear that. 
JE: Because they’re all about sustainability. 
VL: It surprising, going back to your questions, it wouldn’t surprise me if, just like 
ADA, in the future, if you got federal money, you might need to. 
GT: I don’t know if it would be ADA level, but it might be similar to LEED. I 
don’t think there’d be a law, it’d be LEED and say, ‘Now all federal projects have 
to take our experience on military bases.  Everything we do on military bases now 
has to be LEED Silver.  And even if it’s private buildings. 
JE: Well I think that, I think that also is that same sort of thing is they’re starting to 
require a lot of more, they’re starting to put so much more emphasis on federally 
funded projects having even the right land use and planning for TOD in place, but 
they’re not going to fund it. So I think it’s the same sort of thing. 
JG: I think even if we could, some court could decide to tie something like this to 
NEPA easily.  It’s not a big reach.   
TP: It kind of depends on what happens with SITES too, because I think the 
ultimate goal is to somehow become part of LEED. 
JG: I think that’s probably more the direction it’s heading. 
GT: And I don’t know what the numbers now with FTA [Federal Transit 
Authority] cause I haven’t worked for them awhile.  It used to be that they had this 
much money [makes gesture to indicating large size] and this many applications 
[makes gesture indicating small size]. Now it’s like that. And they were all good 
projects.  They were looking for tiebreakers, so UTA has a great track record of on 
time, under budget, that’s a tie breaker.  It’s this just one more tie breaker of, well 
they’re both good projects but these guys are doing sustainability. Let’s give them 
the money. 
JG: I know there have been other agencies around the country that have looked at 
UTA and they said, ‘Why do they get all the money all the time?’  You mean 
because we have gotten quite a bit more that some of the other ones.  But I think its 
just cause we try, they’re good projects that we’ve done right. We select good 
contractors, so...  
GT: You didn’t watch the CNN debate last week? It’s because Mitt Romney 
pushed earmarks. [joking] 
JG: Oh really.   
JE: Oh really. 
GT: The fact that he was saying, ‘I don’t need the money for UTA for the 
Olympics.’ 
JG: I didn’t watch it. 
GT: That’s cause you have a life. [jokingly] 
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JD: We talked about some things that presented difficulty but do you think 
any of those things that presented some difficulty were needless, that is, did 
those things might have been difficult, but didn’t they still contribute to the 
overall aim at achieving sustainability? 
 
TP: As a pilot project process, yeah.  Most of those things were understandable and 
reasonable issues that we can work through. Especially like the growers thing, I 
think once people know what we’re looking for and why we’re looking for it, 
they’ll respond to that after enough people start looking for that. 
GT: I think some of the points that went towards future social programming were 
maybe superfluous.  
JE: Yeah. 
GT: The social programming we’re doing, we’re providing a transit station. That 
doesn’t rise above hosting a farmer’s market once a year? [emphatic] 
JE: Well it’s not really up to us either. We’re not really in the business of farmer’s 
markets anyway. 
JG: I’m going to go back to that stormwater one because the stormwater one was 
based on curve numbers only, so they want your composite curve number to be the 
same or better than it was before, which works for a redevelopment of a 
manufacturing facility or something, but if it’s a greenfield or brownfield or 
something like that, you can’t do it. 
TP: They acknowledge that. I remember we had a little meeting where we talked 
about that early in the process. 
GT: And I think this goes back to your infill development, but it seems to be 
geared a lot heavily towards redevelopment of unsustainable areas rather than just 
making sure that new development is sustainable.   
VL: And that process stormwater was very unique. That’s not how LEED or 
anyone else approaches it.  Cities and don’t approach stormwater that way. 
[emphatic] 
JE: And speaking on the cities, I think that was the other thing that could have been 
a huge challenge, was just that a lot of things that we’re doing are not to their 
standard. And we were fortunate that they were pretty understanding to some 
degree. I mean in the end we really didn’t receive any credit. 
TP: And we were fortunate that Orem was the pilot project, not Provo. 
JE: Well yeah. 
GT: Provo would’ve scored more points on the infill. 
JE: Not the landscaping. 
TP: They did do some landscape stuff in Provo.  The streets are the one that I was 
thinking of.  Their minimum street size was such a bite. 
JD: And parking stalls as well. Wasn’t that an issue? 
TP: It was. Now, it actually was.  And Orem was really good about it because we 
had reduced the parking stalls in some impervious areas. 
JE: They allowed that reduction in Provo too. 
TP: They did. They did and they allowed it after, it was just a little more of a 
process in Provo than it was in Orem. Provo was like ‘Well Orem is letting us do 
it.” 
JE: Basically that’s how I approach everything with those guys. All right, we’ll just 
build the BRT in Orem then. 
TP: Does Orem know about the transit pavilion yet? 
JE: Oh I’m sure, we’re not talking to them about that just cause they think we’re 
not applying enough grants for them. 
GT: You know that’s an interesting aspect, cause how you do on these things is 
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whether or not the cities get in that competitive mode of they want this shiny new 
toy or not. I mean right now on the private side, we’re working in multiple cities.  
It’s amazing how the door opens when I say, oh I’ve got somebody that’s moving 
their business from Midvale to Murray. And as long as Murray thinks there’s a 
loser in this game, they’re right there, they’re all over it.  
TP: That kind of dovetails into another issue.  There’s the client, there’s the 
contractor, and the designer, we’re all kind of on board with this, but there’s that 
other, the city, and what do they have to do. Do they even know about it, does it 
make sense, and have we educated them enough that they understand why it’s 
important. I think all the cities know about LEED but obviously they don’t know 
about SITES.  We were kind of blazing the trail. So it was a little difficult getting 
them to understand why we’re doing what we’re doing and why it makes sense.  
There are still some things that they way behind on, at least the cities we’re 
working with, they’re way behind when it comes to sustainability.  And this I guess 
will help them get moving in the right direction. 
 
JD: That leads to another question I had as to whether or not you think 
there’s anything that SITES can do to raise awareness about their program, or 
get greater visibility for their program. What else can they do aside form 
having projects come online and slowly letting the world know about their 
program?  Just tout their various pilot projects and then they go public in 
about a year or so? 
 
JE: Do you know what the list of other projects were? 
TP: You can get it on the website. 
GT: You can get it on the website, and they tend to be a lot of infill.  A lot of 
redevelopment. A lot of parks.  
JE: Yeah and I‘m curious about whether, if there were much private sector, or was 
it mostly all public. 
TP: Do you remember the split they had? 
JD: I don’t recall. 
GT: I think they are heavily weighted towards public at this stage.  Because they 
came along with an awareness in one area at a time when the economy was down 
and there just weren’t a lot of projects. I wonder, is there room in the marketplace 
for LEED and SITES? And I know two other groups out there…. 
JG: That’s what I was wondering, besides getting funding from the government or 
whatever, is it just so that we’re trying be greener people, to try and utilize our 
resources better. Is that the whole point of SITES? 
GT: Here we go. 
JE: Well it’s long-term maintenance costs will go down too.  It’s not just a matter 
of... 
JG: Cause it seems that what they’re asking, if it’s common sense and it makes 
sense, rather than saying , ‘Why are they making us jump through all these hoops?’,  
does it really make any sense, is it really helping us, or is it just stuff that they think 
will make....you know? 
JD: Right, is there a proven return? 
JE: Right is there some sort of measurement after this....what is the return? 
GT: And that’s what I don’t like about LEED now, it’s gotten to the point where all 
it is a set of rules. [emphatic]  It’s a checklist. Nobody thinks about design. Nobody 
thinks about why, you know, they go out and build their building out in daybreak 
and they say ‘oh we’re a point short, let’s throw some solar panels on the roof’ that 
don’t do any good to anybody and they actually created more, they had to go back 
and redesign and put bigger beams in to make it work and it was pointless, but it 
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
99 
	  
	  
406 
407 
408 
409 
410 
411 
412 
413 
414 
415 
416 
417 
418 
419 
420 
421 
422 
423 
424 
425 
426 
427 
428 
429 
430 
431 
 
432 
433 
434 
 
435 
436 
437 
438 
439 
440 
441 
442 
443 
444 
445 
446 
447 
448 
449 
450 
451 
452 
 
453 
454 
455 
had some point and now they’re gold certified.   Sorry it’s platinum.   
TP: So that’s what I’m afraid, you know, I think it’s really good, I think its 
probably going to why UTA and a lot of other public agencies don’t certify in 
LEED is cause there’s no point to do that, there’s no reason for doing that, it 
doesn’t make sense.  But it does make sense to design sustainably. 
GT: If the goal is to get better design, more wise use of materials, locations, 
selections, as part of the vernacular, then I think LEED has lost its way, because all 
LEED wants to do is charge you for everything.  It’s, as someone who went 
through the testing, paid the money... 
TP: Was promised to be LEED AP [Associate Professional] for life... 
GT: Now we were told had got to take another test, and you have to pay the fee 
again, and you’ve got to do continuing education and you’ve got to pay us to do the 
continuing education and we’re all saying, well I have that LEED AP thing for life. 
So what if it’s, now it should be LEED AP BDC [Building Design and 
Construction], which is what mine says now cause I registered, I have the two years 
to give them all my money by completing things. And I think the real goal is to 
come up with a system, whether its SITES or LEED or a combination, that 
encourages the right thing, monitors that you did it, and isn’t there to become an 
industry unto itself. [emphatic]  Because it does help get funding. And the funding 
is just there for knowing you did the right thing. It isn’t because you have a plaque 
or anything else. 
JG: You’re trying to help the environment. 
GT: And I’ll tell you, for me it’s getting harder and harder not to have a sustainable 
design project on the boards, cause for just doing the right things, inherently, 
whether we’re known for certification or not, which is the best goal to come out of 
this. 
 
JD: Well you mentioned that you (Gerry Tully) and Travis are the LEED APs. 
If SITES were to have a certification process for individuals, which they’re 
talking about, would you pursue that? 
 
GT: If I could pay a modest fee and take one brain-numbing test, probably. 
TP: Which is what happened with LEED. That used to mean something and now 
LEED AP doesn’t mean anything.  
GT: I mean I came out of that test thinking, ‘That was the worst testing experience 
of my life.’ Thank god I passed, because if I hadn’t I wouldn’t have gone back.  
JG; He’s not a civil engineer. [talking about Gerry] He didn’t take the PE 
[Professional Engineer exam].   
 TP: I think the reason was worse it [speaking about LEED versus the PE]  was 
because there was so much grey area in there. 
JG: Yeah 
GT: You know, you go in and you’d have 75 questions and you can mark the ones 
you want to go back to. After my first pass, I had 58 still marked of ‘I’m not quite 
sure.’ And I got a relatively high score when I was done and I still wasn’t sure. 
JE: Sounds like the ESUP. 
GT: Yeah, I’ve got to take that one next year or this year. 
JE: Its, its, yeah, there’ll be maybe 3 questions on the entire test where you’re like, 
‘Oh yeah I knew that answer.’ 
GT: The rest will be like, ‘Yeah I think this is it.’ 
 
JD: So we talked about some of the things that presented difficulty as far as 
SITES goes. Was there anything you thought that was really well done that 
you would commend them for that you thought contributed positively to the 
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project in terms of sustainability that you might not have seen in LEED or 
elsewhere? 
 
TP: Well the whole idea of SITES has been needed for a long time. Just the fact 
that they exist is good. 
GT: Yeah. 
JE: Yeah. 
GT: The intent is good. 
TP: From day one when we got LEED certified, when we very first found out 
about it, and we were told you know, company-wide, we encourage you to get 
LEED certified, we looked at it and said, ‘Here I am memorizing, I know all these 
facts about heating and cooling and lighting, and fixtures, how many times do guys 
go to the bathroom, you know, in a day on average and how many times do they 
use the urinal over the toilet.’ It’s like, this doesn’t’ work for me. That’s not what I 
do. I do stormwater. I do stuff outside. And so and that fit into LEED a little bit, but 
we were such an afterthought on it, ‘Oh by the way, maybe take care of stormwater 
and if you do, we’ll throw you a bone.’ But this really fits what we do a lot. 
GT: Even the LEED neighborhood design doesn’t really focus on a site level 
quality project.  
JG: I think that LEED, you know, even the things that area included in LEED for 
site civil points are not always even up to industry standard requirements, you 
know. They’re not really very restrictive at all from a SITES standpoint. You have 
to have a slip. Ok. 
TP: Did you avoid wetlands? Well I had to. Yeah. 
JG: I was thinking that, is your post construction runoff the same as your 
preconstruction runoff? 
TP: It has to be. 
JG: There’s nothing that’s above, really not much.  There’s nothing.... 
TP: There’s no innovation I guess is there. 
GT: Well the goal is to get you to apply for that plaque which is you know 
thousands of dollars.  
VL: Well one night we helped to design Legacy Park for the first time and there 
were a lot of things we had to do because of the wetland issue, so it seems like 
there are things that are there but it sounds like you could probably swing it 
towards the site idea rather than strictly wetlands, which I know is a separate thing, 
but, you know for instance, we had to design all of our swales to have grass and it 
was natural filtration, and runoff, yea, where it seemed that this would be just the 
same kind of deal.  
TP: Yeah, the need for process is much more restrictive than industry specific.  I 
like that. 
JG: I think maybe that the need for process of, for federally funded projects is 
much more restrictive than anything we saw on SITES or LEED for sure. SITES 
maybe makes you think outside the box a little bit more, which I think is a good 
thing. 
GT: Well, you know, I can tell you when you’re designing for the landscape and 
you’ve got in your mind, ok where are they sourcing this from, you have to make 
right choices to begin with, but are you making the right choices for a design 
aesthetics or are you making the right choices for meeting the sourcing 
requirement.  And I think right now because it’s so limited, you’re really starting to 
pull from, ok I think I can get that one, I’m going to use a lot of that, whereas 
maybe you didn’t want to, but you have to. 
 
JD: Were there any, we talked about things that presented difficulty and 
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things that were good.  Were there any areas you would say they absolutely 
need to revise or revisit? 
 
GT: Soils. And stormwater… What else? 
JE: We probably need to revisit most of it at least a little bit. There are probably 
way to make it.... 
GT: I agree with Janelle that, really from this pilot project they need to step back 
and hold nothing as sacred and say, you know, where can we make it better and 
more meaningful.  Because I think the goal is to encourage people to use it, not 
avoid it. I can tell you right now, the military, yeah they say, everything has to be 
LEED silver minimum, and they’re going up to LEED gold, but ‘Oh by the way, 
you don’t have to be certified.’ So what happens on the average military project - 
Brooke and I will write a LEED point opinion paper where we go through each of 
the credits and we say why we think we would’ve gotten this and we submit that to 
the base commander who gives it to the base engineer who signs off on it. ‘It 
sounds good to me,’ but they don’t pay LEED to get the certification. They make 
the argument, ‘Well, a lot of what we do is secret, so we can’t just be sending the 
details out.’ But really it’s they don’t want to pay the fee.   
 
JD: And how would, as far as SITES fees, do you feel those were reasonable, 
what you’ve seen so far? 
 
JE: I don’t even remember how much it was. 
GT: $5000. 
JE: $5,000? Is that all we have to pay? 
GT: Pretty much. Yeah…. At this point, yeah, you see it is a post construction 
certification, so you pay your fee upfront then you wait and see if you get it. I can 
tell you Grand County, they didn’t want to pay. And they only had to pay half with 
Moab paying the other half. And Moab wasn’t going to put up their half unless 
Grand County put up their half. And you know we’re stuck in the middle. Someone 
said, ‘Well why don’t you pay it and we’ll reimburse you?’ And I said, ‘I’m on a 
conference call guys, I’m already hearing you arguing you don’t want to pay, why 
would I advance the money.’ 
VL: I mean just from what you were able to get grant wise it sounds like... 
JE: Yeah, I don’t think it was that big a deal.  
 
JD: So compared to LEED, it seems like a reasonable alternative? 
 
GT: Oh yeah.  $5,000 may be a little high, but I recognize it’s a pilot program and 
they have more expenses than they normally would have. … 
TP: A little sweat equity into all of our concerns. 
GT: I think if they had it based on the type of project, size of project, sliding scale. 
I mean a small park in Moab versus a smaller site for UTA versus somebody 
putting in a project the size of Daybreak, there should be a sliding scale. 
TP: Yeah, I would agree. 
 
JD: So do you see it as more of a complement to something like LEED or an 
alternative to LEED basically? 
 
JE: I think it’s a compliment. It’s like Travis said, it just focuses more on the site as 
an entity in and of itself rather than as a component of the building they’re trying to 
get certified. 
GT: I’d say at this point, I wouldn’t call it an alternative to LEED only because 
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LEED is well known, for good or bad, it doesn’t matter, it’s well known, where as 
we say, ‘Oh, this was a sustainable sites initiative project,’.. I get the same look my 
dog gives me when I talk to the dog. You know the head turns 
sideways…..[jokingly] 
TP: You know, we drew up proposals and we spent a page talking about what it is 
and encouraged them to find out what it is. 
JD: Yeah, I’ve certainly come up against that as well. 
GT: So it’s definitely not an alternative at this point because it just doesn’t have the 
name recognition. 
TP: You know, there’s nothing for a park.  You can’t get LEED certified on a park 
because there just isn’t enough points to be had. And this gives you at least some to 
measure by rather than...It fills in a void.   
GT: And take what you do, take away from TRAX [UTA light rail] now and to the 
BRT [Bus Rapid Transit], if you’re doing a bus stop or you know a transit point or 
a park-n-ride, you’re never going to get LEED. 
TP: Of course not. LEED isn’t set up to do that. 
GT: It’s almost in the preamble of LEED that if you’re building a parking lot, don’t 
talk to us. And yet if it’s a needed infrastructure in our fabric, why shouldn’t it get 
recognized for doing the right thing?  We’re building parking lots to take people off 
the road, not put them on. 
JD: Yeah. 
 
JD: So how would you evaluate the overall cost benefit analysis of the doing 
sites for the Orem Intermodal Center? Has it been a good decision to pursue 
it? Has it paid off thus far or has it been more trouble than it’s worth? 
 
JE: I think that will depend on if we ultimately really save on maintenance costs 
and if the swales really work. 
GT: Well, take a step back. I mean, just look at how much funding do you think 
you would have gotten if you hadn’t done SITES? 
JE: Who knows? And I only got 1.6. [million, speaking of total project’s budget] 
JG: In a cost-benefit analysis, I don’t think you can take into account whether or 
not you got federal funds.   
GT: Really? 
JE: I wouldn’t say that because that cause still doesn’t change the overall cost of 
the project.  You know what I mean?  
JG: Yeah, you’re right. 
JE: Whether the federal government gave us that money or... 
TP: That benefit is going to go away eventually once everybody gets on board and 
figures out SITES and everybody.... 
GT: I think it’s just what the investment in SITES costs, which I don’t know what 
that, have we put together that number, do we know what that number is?  
TP: We know what you paid us and we know what we paid them and we 
anticipated a cost for the contractor.  We anticipated a cost there.  But we have yet 
to sit down with him and say, ‘What would your bid have been?’ And then they 
need to take that whole, you know, that much money that those three or four things 
and then look at the savings over the long-term. 
GT: And you know, I don’t even know that you can really count the savings over 
the long-term because you’re never really going to quantify that. But if you take the 
cost back it out of the total project costs and then take it as the percent of the 
residual, you’ll know what you added back on the top of it. 
TP: And that’s going to be really small.  We had a fairly large project in Orem and 
in Provo, and the amount that we’ve added is a percent or two.  
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JE: Yeah, I would agree and so you can come up with the long term saving for 
things like LED lights. 
TP: Right, but then you also need to look, you know, at public, what good PR 
[public relations] have we bought with the cities when we’ve done this, or what 
about the traveling public? 
JE: It’s hard to put a dollar value on it, but there definitely is value. 
JG: And the deferred costs of, okay if we have drainage that works the way its 
intended in the swales, if we hadn’t done that, would we be creating further 
problems downstream, would there be long-term maintenance costs? It’s hard to 
quantify those benefits, but they’re there. 
GT: SITES is working on trying to do something like that aren’t they, I remember 
them talking about it. 
JG: In this case, In this particular ... the Orem Intermodal center, the city’s... 
basically the city’s requirements are basically going to take...or the swales are 
going to treat the water that runs off the parking lot, then the city’s still making 
them treat it before...[inaudible comment] anyway.   
TP: So, we’re getting double bonuses there, but...it’s kind of uh... 
JE: And just to be brutally honest, there’s not a whole lot on both these projects 
that we wouldn’t have done anyway.  There’s a few things. There’s a few things 
that we pushed that we may not have done, um, but it’s nice to, you know have 
recognition that, hey, these were the right things to be doing and here’s why. 
GT: I see it as a short term negative, and this is not uncommon even outside of a 
LEED or SITES project of, when you’re trying to do the innovative thing that is a 
benefit, but it is outside the city standard requirement, it takes twice as long to get 
the approval for doing the right thing. If you want to go do the approved wrong 
thing, you can do that tomorrow all day long. 
JE: Right. 
TP: It’s true. 
JE: Again I go back to the railroad site in Provo, they’ve got a standard, and just, it 
makes sense because it was that way since 1903 or whenever it was, and they just 
haven’t looked at it again. 
GT: And a good thing is we weren’t trying to get through a fire marshal with 
something that they didn’t like, because you could’ve thrown another year into that 
process. 
 
JD: So would you pursue SITES certification again in the future based on 
your experience with this? 
 
JE: I think so. I don’t think it was enough added work or so far out of our realm 
that we wouldn’t have done it anyway, of course we’re only getting one star, so I 
don’t know if we would want to try to up the ante a little bit on the next ones, but... 
TP: That’s a good point. Yeah, I think what Janelle is saying is basically you know, 
they’re a one star firm almost already, it wasn’t that big a leap to get us there...what 
we’re already doing. 
GT: I think of the cost benefit to say, ‘ok we would’ve had to add another 2% to 
the cost of the project to get that second star’, and what does that second star get us 
except another star on the mantle.  You know, is it a long-term cost benefit? Is it a 
better funding alternative? That’s an internal discussion you’ll have to have. 
JE: Right. 
 TP: And a lot of those things that we didn’t do to get to that second star, I mean, 
we did all of the low hanging fruit, we got the cheap, I don’t want to say cheap. 
GT: We went through the whole list.   
TP: The things that we were already doing, so to get to that second star, it’s not 
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going to be an incremental cost, it’s going to be a, you know...exponential cost. 
GT: We actually did a cost-benefit...  
TP: For each one of them. 
GT: And you know, analysis, ok we get to one star. If we want to go to two, and 
we went through line by line saying, ‘Oh, they’ll never want to do that. That’s 
outside the realm of what UTA does as a mission.’  I mean, is it your job to host 
farmer’s markets? 
JD: Or to require contractors to operate low emissions, heavy equipment, things 
like that, probably just aren’t too practical. Perhaps in California… 
JE: And not in a low bid environment. If we were doing a different kind of bidding 
process, then maybe. 
 
JD: So just to wrap up, is there anything that you would recommend that they 
add? Something that is just completely absent, or something that they might 
have just missed. Any opportunities that SITES might have? 
 
GT: I don’t know that I remember that there was a way to almost submit a narrative 
of why you think maybe you should get an extra couple of points. 
TP: There is. There are. There’s some, I forgot what they called them. 
JD: Points for innovation. 
GT: I’m not talking about innovation though. I’m talking about selling the fact that 
in our case, we’re a transit hub, ok. We’re not a glossy, downtown development. 
We’re a parking lot with transit and buses and everything else and make the point 
that there’s a wider green benefit to doing it.  It’s that taking cars off the road. 
Cause we’re not innovative. No one can say public transit is far enough down the 
road that you can’t say you’re innovative for doing transit. And I think there needs 
to be a category that is similar to innovative but it’s more pushing the public 
benefit.  
TP: So maybe not starting all projects on the same level. Saying ok, you’re doing a 
transit project, you’re starting up here. 
GT: By definition you’re doing the better thing. 
JD: Or maybe even being able to put it into context, like you’ve mentioned 
working with cities that had certain standards which weren’t necessarily 
sustainable, but if you came up and pushed them along, pushed them forward a 
little bit.... 
GT: Moved the needle overall. 
TP: Could that fall on the innovative though? 
JD: I think maybe you could attempt that. 
TP: Cause I don’t know if we even...we talked about this ... we might want to 
consider pushing on them. 
GT: Yeah, that we actually raised the bar potentially in that city. The headaches we 
had getting it through down there. 
JE: It would be easier today I would say. I think if these turn out well, we need to 
start doing it at all of our park-n-rides. I know all of my future ones I’m planning 
now, I’m thinking.... 
TP: I don’t know if we can say we’re innovative because we convinced ourselves 
to change our strategy....if we convinced ourselves that we had no skin in the game. 
GT: Even without this sustainable sites designation on all your future stuff, UTA 
when they see something that’s good, you adopt is as, well let us do that from now 
on. 
JE: It’s kind of like the irrigation system. We’ve just adopted it throughout the 
system because it’s a good thing. 
GT: You know, and sometimes it takes those tough sites that takes you to move 
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into something new.  Like who would ever thought that you’d be on a site in 
Midvale where you’d have to monitor the groundwater on your irrigation system, 
but once you see that there’s a system out there that actually has long-term 
systematic benefits, why not do it? 
 
JD: That more or less wraps up the set of questions I had. I appreciate you 
guys helping me out with this? Is there anything else you want me to pass 
along to SITES, when I provide this feedback to them? Anything that I 
haven’t covered? 
 
JE: Is this a formal feedback or is this more a result of school? 
JD: I’m going to write up a report for my thesis, but then, and that’ll be a thesis 
type report, but then I’ll probably send something that’s been written up just for 
SITES, tailored towards them, to give them feedback on the project.   
TP: That wasn’t something that was required by them? 
JD: It’s not. They actually don’t have any formal participant feedback system, so 
that’s why...  
TP: Yeah, that’s what I thought. Well maybe there’s another....this pilot project. It 
seems like that would be very good to have them do a similar interview to each of 
the pilot projects and see well.... 
JD: And that’s why it’s a valid thesis topic too, on my end, is just because they 
actually don’t have any system, so I’m providing something that at the least.  I 
forwarded them these questions for comment and so they’re aware that I’m doing 
this. 
GT: I mean do they have, just nothing or what? 
JD: Yes, basically. 
 
JD: That was one last question. For those of you that have dealt with SITES do 
you feel they’ve been pretty responsive when you’ve needed something from 
them? 
 
TP: I guess so.  The only criticism is that it was difficult for more than one person 
to have the access, which I can understand from their point. 
GT: When you call them, I got answers when I called them, but a lot of the answers 
were ‘well keep this in mind, it’s a pilot program. We want to know what you’re 
running into.’ In other words we don’t have an answer because we’re waiting to see 
what the question is. [expresses exasperation] 
JE: Yeah. 
JD: So if more than one person had access, that would have made it easier, like we 
transferred it from Sharon to you, Gerry. 
GT: That was a process. 
JD: Yeah, it took a while. 
GT: Yeah. 
JE: I was going to ask, was there a part of this, and some of this is just me not 
knowing enough about  the details, that was kind of about the operation and 
function, as far as sustainability goes? 
TP: You have to do an O&M manual for a lot of the points.  
GT: Yeah. 
TP: You got a draft set up for that? 
GT: Yeah. And that was one where every time we ran into a question that were 
geared towards O&M, you know, we can’t write this without asking UTAs 
operations people. 
TP: Yeah, a lot of the O&M stuff was more related to just like making sure, ok we 
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painted the stalls with low VOC paint, next time you paint them you‘ve got to do 
the same thing, you can’t.... 
GT: Just do it once... 
JE: If we designed it in a way that was say, most efficient for the busses, puts the 
least number of miles on them, or they’re making right turns instead of left turns, or 
they’re....um, not, I don’t mean they’re not, you know, like ..rules and standards 
that we’ve set up for that area that are part of our sustainability standards already, 
and is there, I mean there’s no points for trying to run a sustainable operation on the 
site. 
GT: Well there were credits geared towards mowing the lawn with electric lawn 
mowers rather than gas, you know, lawn mowers. 
JE: Ok. 
GT: Well our design eliminated all the lawn. We don’t have lawn mowers, so do 
we get that point or not? 
TP: I mean directly to your questions about, you know, how do you run the buses, 
there wouldn’t be anything specific to that because that’s so specific to the site. I 
mean that would only apply to..... 
JE: I mean, not only to just that kind of site, I mean, even a parking lot, the flow of 
traffic, is that the most efficient flow of traffic to keep cars from idling the longest 
amount of time in the area or making a left turn instead of a right turn.  It might be 
a suggestion for something else that would be considered sustainable. 
JD: I think that would be something you might try under innovation. 
TP: Innovative. Yeah, maybe throw that in. We throw this in our O&M manual, the 
idling thing.  I like that. We should probably put that in there. 
JE: There’s a lot of things in our sustainability that has to do with how we operate. 
JD: I think they allow the space for that. I’ll be curious to see how they grade that.  
That’s one thing that none of us know yet. I’ve heard complaints about LEED 
before, is they just get so pedantic in the way that they approach, you know, 
interpreting the applications, that it is sometimes, they get negative feedback on 
that end of things, so how SITES is going to be with this, I guess we’ll find out. 
JG: I did go through it probably been a while since I did go through it. It seems like 
they don’t take into account much in the way of mitigation, as far as, even 
wetlands, you know I mean, you could have a 500 acre site with an acre of 
wetlands on it, and if you mitigate that from a low functioning wetland to a very 
high functioning wetland that’s ten times as big, you’re setting aside 10 acres.  
That’s been proven over decades to be very effective mitigation.  Probably you 
ended up with a better situation when you’re done, but you’re not eligible for those 
points. 
TP: They basically say if you touch wetlands, you know.... 
GT: Yeah, you give them credit for avoiding them if you are lucky enough to have 
them, which means you picked the wrong site to begin with, but you don’t get 
points for actually creating and enhancing them. 
TP: Right.  
JG: And the same thing is true for, you know, the runoff thing again, you know, I 
mean, you could, cause, what we did, effectively....the effective runoff is the same, 
I mean the result is the same as if we had the point.  I mean we’re still infiltrating 
the same area but we changed the curve number so.... 
TP: We didn’t change it...or we moved it out, we didn’t move it down. 
JE: Right. 
JG: And so since we increased the curve number, we don’t get that point even 
though the net result is the same. 
TP: And the impact to the environment is better. [emphatic] 
JG: Right. 
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JD: Yeah, and I know looking at the couple projects, Orem and Provo, that we 
worked on, that wetland thing was one that always, I’ve had a little difficult 
because it’s just... 
TP: And it’s not even, you don’t get the point, it’s....you’re done. 
JD: Yeah, you’re not even eligible, and as you’re saying, and especially on our 
sites, the wetlands that were there, it’s not like these were pristine, naturally 
existing wetlands, it was... 
TP: They were a ditch that was backed up. [emphatic] 
JD: I wouldn’t have considered it a wetland. 
JG: And it’s been mitigated into a much higher-functioning wetland. 
TP: Well, the one that is a wetland. 
JG: And that’s part of the permitting process for wetlands is that you have two 
functions of value assessment and depending on the quality of the wetland 
mitigation, requirements change, and so, you know, I mean, their process is set up, 
they’re widely accepted and very effective. If you’re going to hit a wetland, the 
federal government is going to make you deal with that wetland and deal with it in 
an appropriate manner that’s effective, so I mean, it just seems like, to place a value 
on avoidance when maybe you can get a better bang for your buck by not avoiding 
it and improving the overall situation, is kind of a short-sighted way to look at it.  
JG: Another question. Do they, once this project is finished, maybe Janelle hit on 
this, does the SITES program want to monitor after it’s built, to say ‘Let’s look at 
this and see how its functioning,” or not?  Are they just like, once you’re done, 
you’re done. 
JD: You can get points for follow-up, like if you proved that you’re going to do 
some long-term monitoring and provide them additional feedback, at this stage 
they’ll give you some points.  Now do they require follow-up?  Not necessarily.  
Like a little bit of post-construction follow-up, like, i.e., like soils testing. 
GT: Not three year, five year. 
JD: Yeah, but you do have to have it written up in to the O&M that you’re going to 
follow-up.  Now, do they check on that? Not necessarily. 
GT: You have to know that if you do a monitoring program and then write it up in 
a professional journal or submit it, you can get extra points, and we looked at those 
and said, ‘No, let’s not marry UTA to some long-term, you know, professional 
journal.’ And we even talked about, you know, something that could write up a 
report on Sustainable Sites, look at it a year from now and say, well, you know, it 
hasn’t really affected our cost of operations negatively, in fact, maybe it’s better, 
and submit it to, oh my mind just went blank.  What’s the trade group for... AFTA. 
You know, we said, they have AFTA. They could just submit it for AFTA, either at 
a conference or as a journal posting, but we didn’t know who on your team we 
were then kind of chaining them to this responsibility. 
TP: That’s true. 
JD: Yeah, unless the one thing you could think of is a student who might have an 
interest in doing something like that. That seemed to me to be the only scenario 
where that would be really feasible to do that follow-up. 
GT: Because we did say, well Janelle can show up at the APTA [American Public 
Transportation Association] meeting in a year and a half and do a panel discussion. 
TP: She’s the only one of us that’s guaranteed to have a job in a year and a half. 
[joking] 
JG: It just seems like if they could benefit, not UTA, but maybe SITES, to actually 
say, you know in three years we’re going to go out and monitor and see what we 
could do to make this better.  They could probably learn a lot from that. 
JD: To see if their initial guidelines and benchmarks are actually achieving what 
they’re expected. 
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JG: Exactly, you’re saying, ‘Alright that didn’t really work.  Let’s scrap that’ and 
let’s, you know, try something different. 
GT: But would that be a better function for SITES personnel themselves? To come 
out and do maybe a post-audit interview with leaders of UTA, project people at 
UTA... 
JG: Maintenance people. 
GT: ...and then they publish a case study. 
JE: Right. 
VL: ... have SITES do it... 
JD: And they have something like that right now that’s called the Case for 
Sustainable Sites and they mention some paybacks and things like that. Yeah I 
think it would shore up their arguments if they can provide metrics in three or five 
years to show what they said would happen actually did or to show how they’re 
going to improve things that didn’t work as well as they thought they would. At 
their end not necessarily the.... 
GT: That is a big blemish right now on LEED. None of the LEED buildings are 
performing anywhere near what the credits said they were going to do. 
JE: Or say, I mean, we paint it with low-VOC paint and our shelters start rusting 
out in a year and our maintenance people go and repaint them with whatever they 
want. Cause they’re going to be like, yeah it’s just not worth it. 
JD: And with things like striping, it was just going to require more effort to use the 
low VOC stuff. [pause]  Alright well thanks again everybody. I really appreciate it.  
There’s a chance I may have one or two just small follow-up questions after I look 
at my notes, but it really shouldn’t be too much more and I really appreciate your 
help on this. Let me know if there’s anything else you want me to pass on the 
SITES folks.        
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
